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l^reface 


In this English rendering of Sri Ramanuja’s 
Vedarthasangraha, I have tried to be as close and faithful 
to the original as the idiom of the English language would 
permit. Here and theret when I felt that the addition of 
words, phrases or sentences would make the author’s 
meaning cleaaer, I have inserted them in the body of the 
text within biackets. In the section dealing with the 
doctrines of the Mimamsakas, the original is too terse to 
be easily understood. I have, therefore, made the transla¬ 
tion explanatory, as I felt that a faithful and close transla* 
tion might not be clear enough. When longer explanations 
are necessary, they are given separately as notes in small 
type. 

I am bound to express my deep indebtedness to the 
late Sri Vangipuram Vasudevachariar Swami’s excellent 
edition of Vedarthasangraha in Grantha script with Tamil 
translation and notes. Sri K. S. Fatrachariar, m. a., 
scrutinised the English rendering with the Sanskrit 
original by his side and drew my attention to several 
omissions as well as inaccuracies. To go through an 
original treatise and make suggestions for Hs improvement 
is comparatively easy; but to go through a translation and 
compare it with the original, word by word and sentence 
by sentence, with a view to examining its accuracy mqoires 
much greater concentration and patience. Only those who 
have done this kind of scrutiny can appreciate the trouble 
involved in it. It is, therefore, impossible for me to thank 
him adequately for his kindness in having undertaken this 
task. 

My grateful thanks are due alto to my guru, Sri 
tJbhaya-Ye. Sinnamu Srinivasa Fatrachariar Swami ef 



Eumbakonam, to whom I applied for the clarificatioh 
of the meanings of certain passages. I am grateful 
also to Sri B. Kesava Ayyangar# b. a., b. Ii.> Advocate. 
Triplicane, for elucidating a point that I referred to him. 
My heartfelt thanks are due to my friend, Sri K. Varada- 
chariar, b.a.« b.l.. Advocate, Kumbakonam, for help 
readily and willingly given in connection with the reading 
of the proofs. 

In conclusion, I should like to express my warm 
appreciation and gratitude to the Cauvery Colour Press 
for the speedy execution of their part of the work. 


M. B. BAJAGOPALAN. 
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SRI RAMANUJA’S VEDARTHA SANGRAHA 


INTRODUCTION 

Bhagavan Ramanuja, the great exponent of the Visishta- 
dvaita system of philosophy, was the author of nine treatises: 
Vedartlia SangraJui, Sri Bhashja, Vedanta Beepa, 
Vedanta Sara, Gita BJtasltya, three prose works called 
Vailiiinta Gadya, Saranayati Gadya and Sri lianra 
Gad/ya and a book called Nilya which deals with the daily 
rites and duties that should be performed by every Sri Vaish- 
navite. Among these, Sri Bhaehya is his famous commentary 
on’Raditiyim's Brahma Sutras. The commentary on the 
first Sutra is a lengthy thesis in which the author shows the 
untenability of rival systems of philosophy and expounds a 
number of disputed passages in the Snitis and Sni) itis as 
being in favour of his own system. Vedanta Sara and 
Vedanta Deepa are also commentaries on the Brahma 
Sutras, but are briefer than Sri Bhashya and leave out 
lengthy controversial discussions. They were evidently inten¬ 
ded by the author to suit the average reader who is unac. 
quainted with the methods of logical and interpretative 
disputation, Vedartlia Snnyralia, which was written before 
Sri Bhashya and which is referred to in the later v/ork, may 
be considered primarily as a dissertation on the Visishtadvaita 
doctrine to show that it is more in keeping with the spirit of 
the Vedas or snitis than Advaita or Bhedabheda. Though 
this seems to have been the author’s purpose, he has also 
appended* to this discussion, short essays on the validity of the 
Upanishads as a source of true knowledge which had been 
questioned by the Mimamsakas, the truth concerning the 
Supreme Deity whether it is Brahma, Vishnu or Siva and the 
existence of a region of eternal glory (Nitya vibhuti), a 
transcendental world beyond this world of matter, where 
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Narayana, whom Ramanuja identifies with the Supreme 
Brahman of the Upanishads, ever dwells with His Consort and 
His attendants, in His mansions of wonderful beauty and 
grandeur and to which the souls of those that have attained 
release from the bondage of sanisara proceed. 

The other five treatises are not wholly philosophical. 
They are religious out-pourings and not dissertations on the 
doctrines of Visishtadvaita. 

Vedartha Samjarali'A^hzin^ controversial in nature, is 
written in the usual manner of philosophical disputations in 
Sanskrit literature. Dialectic subtlety and ingenuity of 
interpretation are of the very essence of such treatises. Occa¬ 
sionally, however, when the author ha^s to speak of the glory 
of Narayana and of His infinite compassion, he bursts into 
a rhapsody of devout fervour, which comes from the very 
depths of his soul. While arguing his case against the Advai- 
tins and the exponents of other systems, Sri Ramanuja assumes 
that the reader is acquainted with their fundamental doctrines, 
as also their interpretations of well-known passages in the 
Upanishads. 1 he reader who has no such acquaintance is 
likely to find the discussion unintelligible* In order to 
facilitate an easier understanding of the text, it may be 
necessary to present, in brief, the main doctrines of the systems 
of philosophy dealt with in the book. It is not the object 
of this introduction to give a comprehensive study of 
Visishtadwaita or to summarise all the arguments employed 
by Ramanuja to refute rival doctrines. Its purpose is just 
to provide, as it were, the back«ground of the controversial 
forum, in order to enable the reader to follow the disputation 
in the text without much difiiculty. 

Every system of Hindu Philosophy except that of the 
Charvakas has a bearing on religion and holds distinctive 
views on tattca or the real nature of what wc see around 



3 


US and of what we believe to be around us and within us, on 
purushartha or the goal or aim of life and on hita or the 
kind of means or np-nja which will enable us to attain the 
goal. A brief account of these views held by the exponents 
of rival systems is essential for a study of controversial 
treatises on these points. 

Tattva or what is real 

Our senses present to us a world with a wonderful variety 
of objects, men, beasts, birds, inseerr, worms, plants and 
the like, as also inanimate things like the sun, the moon and 
the stars, each with its own peculiar qualities like colour, form, 
flavour, fragrance ani the like. There are also objects not 
capable of being perceived by the senses hut believed to exist 
on the authority of the Scriptures* The question arises, ^'Ave 
all these things that exist and are believed to exist real? If all of 
them are not real, is any of them real? If so, what arc they?"' 
Before answering this question, a preliminary definition of 
what is meant by Veal* or reality has to be given* 

The Advaitins, who follow the teaching of Sri Sankara- 
charya, define reality as that which endures for ever, for all time, 
without any change or modification, whatsoever. In their view 
whatever exists only for a short time is unreal. It is a mere 
appearance or illusion similar to that which occurs when a 
serpent is seen by mistake in what is only a rope. There is 
only one VeaT which accords with their definition and that is 
Brahman. It alone lasts for ever without change* The wcrld 
that we see around us, so varied and so wonderful, is a false 
and illusory appearance, adhyas^t superimposed on the 
substrate or adhishtanai which alone is real and true, namely 
Brahman. Brahman, somehow, became associated with a 
factor causing this illusory appearance, which is called Mnya 
or Avidya, (ignorance or nescience), and the illusory wwld is 
seen superimposed on Brahman in the same ^vay as the form 
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of a serpent is super-imposed on what is really a rope. 
To this illusory appearance or creation Advaitins give the name, 
vivarta^ The cieation of the world means really the origin of 
the illusory appearance of the world on Brahman* If you 
ask the Advairins why they consider the world, which appears so 
real, as illusory, they reply as follows;- ‘*To sense-perception or 
'pratyalnha the world seems real, but we know many instances 
in which yrati/alnha misleads us into false knowledge or 
illusion (Ijhrama)* The shell is often mistaken for silver by 
sense-perception; the rope, as has been stated before, is mistaken 
for a serpent; when in a moving railway train, the passenger 
secs the trees and other things as moving, while the train seems 
to be stationary. It is only a little later that the mistake is 
realised and the false knowledge replaced by the truth. So also 
in the case of the world’s reality”. If you ask the Advaitin, *»lf 
sense-preception is, as you say, deceptive and unreliable, is 
there any other means of knowing the truth'^?, he replies, 
‘^Certainly there is. The HaMra{Sr?fti or Veda)is always reliable 
and can give unmistakable knowledge of the truth of things. 
The \sast*rL or Scripture is a sure and trustworthy means of 
knowledge and it says that only Brahman is real and that all 
the rest; namely, the world, is illusory. The sneti says *‘All 
this (namely, the world that we sec) is Brahman** {Cliandogya 
Upanishad III-14). This means that there is nothing else than 
Brahman. Again in the sixth chapter of the ^Chandogya 
Upanishad* where Svetaketu is taught what is called Sad Vid- 
yat it is stated,*‘Tbis existed, my dear, ns Sat at first, "alone and 
without a second’”. here means Brahman, which is reality 
or true existence. The words ‘alone and without a second" 
clearly state that nothing else existed then. *This^ means **thc 
world.*’ So the objects that we sec around us arc only modi¬ 
fications and names which have no real existence. The point 
is also thus illustrated, ‘*If you know a lump of mud, you have 
known all things made of mud like pots,| and pit^rhers, 
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because the latter arc cnly forms and names which arc 
unreal. Only mud is real. In the same way only 
Brahman is real like the mud in the illustration and the 
world# with all the sentient and non-sentient things in it, 
consists merely of illusory forms and names superimposed cn 
Brahman. So when the one, namely, Brahman, is kr^own, all 
the rest arc known as well. This implies that these other 
things do not exist in reality*'. <‘Again", continues the 
Advaitin, ‘^could there be anything more emphatic than the 
teaching addressed in the same ^Hrufi to Svetaketu namely, 
'*That Thou art"? It states, in no uncertain terms, the identity 
between Brahman and the individual self (here, that cf 
Svetaketu.) In other Upanishads, too, the same truth is taught 
in texts like am Brahman*' {Akam Brahma asmij) The 
existence of anything other than Brahman is, in the same way, 
denied in many sruHs which say * There is no such thing 
as plurality here {veha naiia asti Idnchana.) The existence 
of the manifold world is here stated to he false or illusory.*^ 

At this stage, if the student of Vedanta asks the 
Advaitin, ♦'Well, what do you mean by Brahman about which 
you say that it alone exists?'*, he replies as follows;- *‘I have 
already stated that the calls it the only reality satyam> 
Further since the self within us, the Jivatmaf is said, by the 
srutit to be identical with Brahman and since the self is self- 
luminous and shines without any other aid, it has to be called 
chit (i* c., it is different from the non-sentient things like 
pots and cloths which require to be lighted up by something 
else before they become manifest to perception. So Brahman 
is sentience or consciousness or, as the sruti calls it, jnanam 
{Taittiriya UpanishadY^* The student might here interrupt 
the Advaitin with this question; ‘♦If Brahman is consciousness 
or knowledge# as you say, it must be conscious of something 
else# When we say we arc conscious# wc always mean that we 
are conscious of some object either within us or without# 
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If there IS any such object of which Brahman, which is 
consciousness, is conscious, ir would follow that there are other 
objects besides Brahman of which Brahman is conscious/^ 
The Advaitin is ready with his reply to this objection: 
♦'Brahman, it is true, is consciousness, but it is not conscious 
of anything else, for there is no such thing of which it could 
be conscious. Ir is pure consciousness without any discrimir>a« 
ting features, like consciousness ol pot, cloth and the like. 
There is an instance of sa;h consciousness experienced by every 
one of us almost every day. In our waking hours, we are 
conscious of the external world and of the thoughts and feelings 
within us; when we go to sleep and dream {sratrn /)♦ we are 
conscious of a world of illusory shows or phanr.isms. But 
when we are in deep sleep, without dreaming of anything 
sU'Shiipfi, there is consciousness, pure and alone, A)i otherwise 
the man would be said to have died and yet the sh*eper is not 
conscious of anything. That is why Taitfii'iya 
says of Sa/ymru J/uninV f Annnf'Vf Brahma^ 

Brahman is Reality, Consciousness, loliniter.ess. You see what 
Anantain means. Brahman is everywhere and there is nothing 
else.*' The student of Vedanta is likely ro put the following 
question now:— *'Do you mean to say that Bi'ahman has 
these three attributes, reality, consciousness, and infiniteness? 
Is the sruti that you quoted just now a definition of the 
nature of Brahman?"'. 

The Advaitin hastens to correct the misappreh.ension in 
the following words: “No, no. Brahman has no attributes 
or qualities. If it had, there would be not only Brahman but 
its attributes, as well. But the Hnitis clearly say ♦♦Brahman is 
one, without a second*'. Further there arc texts in the Srntis 
which expressly state that Brahman is without parts (nir- 
avayava)i without activity {nishkriya)t and without qualities 
(jiirgima) or differentiating features (bheda). It-can be 
^escribed only in negative terms, It is not thiS| not this, 
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neti neti\ *‘What, then, do you mean’\ the student asks, *‘by 
*satyam 'jnanam\ "anantarn* if they are not attributes?'' 
The Advaitin answers; ‘When the sruti says * satijam jiia- 
7iam a nan lam 'Brahmeu 'it means to say what Brahman is not* 
Brahman is other than the unreal or non-existing {satyain)] it 
is other than non-sentience { jnanain)^ itis other than the finite 
{aiuintain)* That does not mean three different attributes* 
The three negatives mean only a single thing, “Brahman*'. 
If these words mean tliree dillerent aettibutes, it would follow 
that there are three objects or substantives of which 

they are attributes [rt;>ei^liana\ But there is only Brahman. 
According to our Advaita doctrine, Brahman is knowledge or 
consciousness, not the knower or possessor of knowledge. It 
is infiniteness and not the possessor of infiniteness. Some 
HrutiH add also \i}ianda^ to the three w'ords already quoted 
from the sruti* It means that Brahman is other than 
^duWxliaui or pain and misery/' 

From what has been said so far, it may have become clear 
that Advaita, in its purest and most uncompromising forn?, 
does not recognise the real existence of anything other than 
Brahman. Then what about the world of sentient and non- 
sentient things which are said to exist? Advaita recognises 
three orders or degrees of existence {satta)* One is transient 
or temporary appearance or existence, pratihhasika satta like 
that of the serpent which appears in the rope as an illusion. 
In a few moments the illusion disappears, or, as it is termed# 
is sublated by true knowledge; far higher or superior is the 
existence of the world with all that it contains. It is real for 
all practical purposes ( vyavaliarika satta )• This existence 
persists as long as the Jivatma is in the bondage of sarnsara^ 
but when the atuia attains release or muJit't the W'orld 
disappears like any other illusion and the pure atma 
alone and without a second*' This atma which, is the same 
as Brahman is the only true Reality {paramarthika satta)* 
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There are some schools of Advaitins who hold also that 
there is only one Jiva in samsarat namely, the speaker ®r 
thinker himself and that all other sentient beings (Jioas) which 
appear to exist are as unreal as the non-sentient things. This 
view is called li]ka Jiva Vada and Sri Ramunuja makes a 
reference to it, while refuting Advaira in general. 

It was stated before that Advaitins consider Sastra or 
8mti as a more reliable authority or pramana than prat- 
yakslta or sense-perception. This statement has now to be 
qualified and clarified. There is one form of pratyalcslui which 
they look upon as a reliable source of knowledge. Take the 
case of a pot in front of us. Even before we preceive the pot 
as a pot, we perceive, says the Advaitin, that there is existence 
or sat or what corresponds to is (asti)- At the very first 
instant, moment or kshanat what pratyakslui reveals is Is or 
mere existence and in the perceptions that follow in later 
instants, ‘pot’ appears illusorily on the is and we say “There 
is a pot.” This second or later perception is illusory and 
presents differentiating features like the quality of being a pot 
and others QJieda) which mark it off from, say, a cloth; when 
the pot is taken away, and a cloth is seen in its place, the 
perception of the cloth is super-imposed on bare existence, 
namely, the is spoken of before and later still, other things 
like table, chrir, pen etc., are super-imposed, illusorily, on ir. 
The one permanent feature that persists throughout and for 
ever is is or bare existence or sat and the other percepts, 
p®t, cloth, table and the like supersede one another without 
persistence. So this bare existence or sat is alone real, being 
persistent: the temporary appearances, such as pot, cloth 
etc., are unreal. The first instant's perception which does not 
present differentiating features is called nirvihalpa prat’ 
yaksJia and it is a source of true knowledge and the later per¬ 
ceptions presenting diflFerentiating features are called savikalpa 
praiyaksha and‘are illusory. What persists for eve* is alone 
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true or real and this is one of the fundamental doctrines of 
Advaita, viz*, whatever is temporary or transient is unreal or 
illusory. When the Advaitin claims greater authority for 
Sastra or Snetiy other students of Vedanta arc tempted to 
ask, “According to your doctrine, everything other than 
Brahman is false or illusory* This would mean that the 
Sruti i-c Veda is illusory and false. How, then, could 
the Snetiy which is itself false, give true knowledge such 
as Brahman alone being real, the identity between the 
Jivatma and Brahman, and the like? Is not the know- 
Icdgc given by an illusory or tainted source likely to be 
false also?** To this the Advaitin replies as follows;- 
"Sometimes information coming from an illusory source may 
be true or give a knowledge of the truth. Those who 
have made a special study of the science of dreams say, 
for example, chat if one dreams of a man with black 
teeth, one’s death will soon follow. Such prognostications 
are afterwards found to be true. The dream is, however, 
unreal,” 

A further question might be asked also, "If 8ruU or 
Sastra destroys all illusions and reveals the only Reality, 
Brahman, what about the SniH itself? Is there anything 
else that destroys 8 ‘titi, which itself is also an illusion?’’ 
The Advaitin answers thus:— "The fire in a forest 
burns away all trees, creepers, bushes and the like and 
when they are all burnt away, the fire is consumed of 
itself and perishes without any other agency causing its 
destruction.” If, according to Advaita, the only Reality is 
Brahman and if Brahman has no attributes, no activities, 
no parts, no desires, no knowledge and no will, one 
might ask. "Is there no place in the Advaitic scheme 
for the Personal God of religion who is omniscienr, 
omnipotent and full, of compassion for all the beings 
created by Him and who is worshipped with love and 

% 
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devotion for the sake of His grace and fot final salvation?" 
The Advaicin says in reply;— “Yes, there is. The only 
Reality is, of course, Brahman, but as stated before, 
this Brahman, which is without form, without colour, 
without attributes, or in other wotds, without differentiating 
features of any kind, becomes associated 'somehow’ with 
a factor which obscures it or shadows it, called, maya 
or avidya. When Brahman is shadowed by maya, Saguna 
Brahman or Iswara or the Personal God of religion 
with attributes like omniscience and omnipotence results 
and it is He that is the cause, maintenance, and 
destruction of the world.appearance and that is the 
object of veneration and worship. But as Saguna 
Brahman results from maya. He is as unreal as the 
Jivatma shadowed by the same principle which, in the 
case of the Jiva, is usually called avidya or ignorance 
or nescience. But maya and avidya are not essentially 
different. Saguna Brahman or God exists, of course, 
but His existence is of the second order referred to, 
namely, vyavahariha satyam. He is true for all practical 
purposes, and may be adored or worshipped as long as 
the Jiva is in bondage or samsara due to avidya and 
may even be the means of the Jiva proceeding thence 
to the realisation of Brahman or imtHi which will be 
defined presently. Saguna Brahman dissociated from 
maya is identical with the Jiva dissociated from avidya, 
for such dissociation would mean pure Brahman. 

The student of Vedanta has one more doubt which 
he would like to get cleared. He might ask the Advaitin.*'- 
‘‘You say that Brahman is the only Reality and that 
there is no other Reality at all, but from what you 
have said just now, it appears that there is another principle, 
tattva or reality named maya or avidya which, by its 
association with Brahman, causes the illusion of God and 
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the world of sentient and non-scnrient beings. If this 
is so, would there not be two ‘Reals’ Brahman and 
this avidya'i The Advaitin has a ready answer.— “No. 
avidya has no real existence and is not real.” What 
then, is aoidya, one might ask. The Advaitin says;— 
'Avidija is not 'sat' or a really existing thing, which is 
Brahman alone, nor can it be said to be non-existent 
like the horn of a hare or the flower in the sky which 
does not exist at all. So andya is not asat or a non- 
existing thing,” The student may find this curious and 
ask himself how a thing can be neither sat nor asat 
neither true nor untrue. The Advaitin’s explanation is as 
follows:— Avidya is a thing that exists for all practical 
purposes, but may, sometime or other, cease to exist. So 
its existence is something peculiar, it is different from both 
the real and true on one side and the untrue and the non¬ 
existent on the other, like the horn of a hare. As an instance 
of this peculiar existence which can be defined neither as sat 
nor as asat and which has to be called an indefinable kind 
of existence (anirvachaniya) we may take the mirage that is 
seen by travellers in hot countries. Something like a pond 
appears before the weary traveller; the images of trees and 
other objects are seen in the water, as it seems to be, of that 
pond. He proceeds thither perhaps with the object of 
quenching his thirst, but when he is actually on the spot, 
there is neither pond nor water. The mirage existed and was 
seen for sometime. So you cannot say it did not exist; it 
disappeared when the man came to the spot; so it cannot be 
called real. So it is neither real nor non-existent. Avidya 
now exists for us, but when we arrive at mulcti or release from 
bondage, it would cease to exist and only Brahman will then 
remain, alone and without a second’'. 

It would be evident from what has been said that 
Advaita postulates two Brahmans, a higher or Para Brahman 
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which is Nirguni, Nirxviy'iv't, NisMriya without 
attributes, without part?, without activity, which can be 
called only Pure Consciousness and a lower or Aptbra 
Brahman or Iswara, who is omniscient and omnipotent, 
who creates the manifold world of appearances and sustains it. 
But this lower Brahman is unreal, being the effect of maya. 
He exists, it is true, for all practical purposes {m/avdJiariha 
(■atyam) but would cease to exist after mnJdi. Since 
Brahman alone is real, according to Advaita, it follows that 
the individual self or Jiva (to which class you and I and 
all other sentient beings belong) is also unreal. But we 
should clearly discriminate what is unreal in rhe Jiva from 
what is real. Brahman, it has already been stated before, 
is pure consciousness or experience which is conscious of 
nothing and experiences nothing. The Jiva says, “I see the 
pot, I know this is a pot’* and so on. Here, in “I see” and 
“I know”, there is an element calling itself “I” and it looks 
upon itself as a seer or one who does the act of seeing or as 
a knower, who does the act of knowing. This "I” which 
is the knower, the doer, the one who sees and so on is super¬ 
imposed illusorily on pure consciousness or Brahman which 
underlies the Jiva and is the substratum of the knower, the 
seer, the doer. This substrate is alone real and that which 
gives rise to the notion of *1’, of the knower, seer, doer etc., 
is illusory. Consciousnes?, which is pure, can have no such 
thing as the feeling or notion of or of its being a knower 
seer, doer, and the like. So the Atma or pure consciousness 
on which these illusions appear is alone real and it is identical 
with Brahman. It is no such thing as being a knower, seer, 
doer and the like. These are unreal appearances and are of 
the nature of jada or nonsentient things. In dreamless sleep 
the notion or feeling of *1’ and of being a knower and doer 
disappears and pure consciousness or Brahman alone remains. 
Such will be the state in mujeti also. The atman or 
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Brahman or pure consciousness (or amih%uti)% has no 
qualities or relationships such as being a knower or doer* In 
every form of knowledge, such as know the poc^', there 
arc three concepts, that of the knower *1'^ that of the pot 
which is the object of knowledge and knowing. These three 
are illusory, what is true ot real is mere consciousness and 
this is Atman or Brahman. 

PURUSHARTHA or the Supreme Goal of Life in Advaita 

Every system of Hindu philosophy which is religious 
has to answer the question, <*What is the ultimate 
aim or supreme goal of life?'* The great majority of us 
go on living without this thought ever rising in our 
minds, but the moment we begin to think and feel 
that we should not drift like logs on rhe sea without 
any aim or object, this question will ask for a reply. 

Since Advaita considers that we, Jivas, are really 
Brahman but that we have, owing to beginningicss 
avidya or ignorance, fallen into the current of births 
and deaths, subject to the sufferings of Hamsarn^ it 
would follow that the supreme goal or pnrushartlia 
would be, according to Advaita, to get rid of this 
avidya which has been the cause of our identifying 
ourselves with the body and the mind and to realise 
that we have all along been and arc really Brahman 
{Aham Brahma Asmi). 

In the Upanishads, however, there are some passages 
where the soul or self is said to be led along a 
luminous path {Archirddi) by Amanava Purusha to 
Brahman, where it enjoys perfect bliss. The Advaitin 
explains away these passages as describing a lower form 
of muTcH or release from bondage, where the self which 
has been meditating on Saguna Brahman or Brahman 
with attributes reaches the region , of BB>gun9^^ Brdkhmm^ 
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To such souls there is no coming back to 
but it is not the final state of muhti. It is what 
Advaitins call hrama muhti* There is yet another step 
to be taken by the self or soul which it will realise 
as the result of Jnaiia and that is Pure Consciousness 
or Brahman. This alone is real muhtK 

The means of attaining Nukti or upaya or Sadhana 

Since Advita teaches that the bondage of ScLMsara is 
due to avidyCL or ignorance, the only means by which 
avidydt the cause of this bondage, could disappear is Jndna 
or knowledge. The Sdstra or STuti teaches this know¬ 
ledge by which the self understands that, in reality, it is 
Brahman, ( *Tat Tram Ani That thou arc^*) The know - 
ledge of the identity of the Jiva with Brahman is the 
only means by wnich the ignorance or Arid/ija could be 
got rid of. 

The Qita describes three ways or Yogas to be 
followed by the seeker after salvation or muhti. One 
of them is hanna yoga, the performance of the rites and 
duties pertaining to the man’s station in life, his varna 
and his asrama in a spirit of complete detachment, 
without any thought of their consequences or fruits 
(Tiishhaina harma*^ The rites and duties are to be 
performed as forms of worship to the Lord. The Gita 
also teaches a second way, bhahti yoga which consists 
in loving devotion, adoration and meditation of the Lord 
(upasana,) The third way is jnana yoga or the way 
of knowledge or jnana and the Jnani is praised 
highly in several passages. The Advaitin holds that, 
the direct means or sadhana which leads directly 
and at once to mohsTm or liberation is only jnartB^. 
In support of his view, he cites the authority of 
such passages in the Brutis as the following; ♦♦He who 
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knows Brahman becomes Brahman/' “Having ‘known* Him 
(Brahman) he attains immortality and there is no other way." 

The performanee of Tcarma in the spirit of utter 
detachment is, of course ordained, but it can, at best, 
create only a desire for attaining true knowledge of 
Brahman by causing mental purity [chittCL suddhi). Devotion 
adoration and meditation {iipasana) or what is called 
bhalcti yoga is concerned only with Saguna Brahman and 
its fruition will result only in Tcarma muJeti or sojourn 
in the world of Sagana Brahman, Thereafter attaining 
true knowledge of the identity of the self with Brahman, 
the self will realise that it has all along been and is 
in reality Brahman. Thus in the Advaitic system, only 
jnana is the means cf malcti. The jnani might give 
up the performance of the rites and duties ordained in 
the Sistra as he no longer needs these props. 

Sri Ramanuja’s Visishtadvaita 
I. On Tattva 

After this preliminary study of Sri Sankaracharya’s views 
on Tattoa, Purushartha and Upaya, in the system of 
Advaita philosophy, we may proceed to the study of Sri 
Ramanuja's views on these points as set forth in his Vedartha 
Sangraha- The reader would hare noticed that the Advaitin 
approaches the inquiry into these points in two ways; first, 
through the Srutis or revelation, which he considers as 
superior even to sense*perceptioD, inference and reason and 
afterwards through reason, inference or yuJeti, 

Sri Ramanuja adopts the same method in his approach. 
Taking the evidence of the srutis first, what do we find ? 
There are some srutis or passages in the Upanishads which 
describe Brahman as being without imperfections, without 
qualities or attributes, without change or modification, 
without activity and as being of the nature of pure conscious? 



ness Of jnana and bliss amnda. In the Eatopanishad and 
Brihadaranyaka Upauishad, it is said that there is no 
such thing here as the many, or as plurality. “These and 
other such texts deny the existence of the many. There are 
other Sfutis, however, which say of Brahman; “He is 
omniscient" {Mundaka Upanislmdi) “By his mere will, He 
creates the Universe" “He gives forms and names to all 
things”. “He is free from faults, from old age, from death, 
from sorrow, from hunger and thirst and is all-perfect and 
omnipotent” {Chandof/ya Upamshad,)» These Srutis deny 
the existence of faults and imperfections and affirm the 
existence in Him of positive qualities and attributes like 
omniscience and omnipotence. A third sec of passages in the 
8rutu declares:— “All this is Brahman, because all things 
are created by Him, sustained by Him and are merged in 
Him". “All this has Brahman for its Alma.’' These affirm 
the world with all its varied contents as the creation of 
Brahman and also their oneness wiih Him. There are, however, 
other 8flitis which say, ‘‘Man can attain immortality by 
realising that the individual self is different from the Supreme 
Self which inspires and directs it.” “Having understood the 
difference between the self that enjoys or experiences, the 
object that is enjoyed or experienced, and also the Supreme 
Self that directs everything etc". {Soetasavatara Upanishad) 
“He has all things under His control and rules over all”. 
{Brihadaranyaka Upanishad) and again, “He is the Lord 
of the world/' “He is the Supreme Ruler among all rulers 
and is the Supreme Deity over all deities." These Srutis 
state that Brahman is different from all else and that He rules 
overall. Other jgrjtte again declare as follows:— “He has 
entered into all beings and rules them from within as their 
self or soul. This Atma is the Inner Ruler, Immortal. 
“The earth is His body, the waters are His body. Light 
is His body, the soul (or the jiva) is His body. He is 



the inner self that controls all from within'^ {3rih€Ldl(l* 
ranyaka Upanishad). These passages state that the 
relationship that exists between Brahman and the world 
consisting of sentient and non-sentient beings is that 
which exists between the soul and the body. 

When there are such apparent inconsistencies in the 
Snitis regarding the essential nature of Brahman, how arc 
we to explain them? One explanation might suggest itself 
at first sight, namely, that the St'utis were composed by 
difFerenr seers at different times and that these seers 
held divergent views about the nature of Brahman; but 
none of the orthodox commentators of the Upanishads 
or Brahma 8iitras» would subscribe to this view, neither 
Sankara, nor Ramanuja, nor Bhaskara, nor Madhvacharya 
nor any others. They all agree in thinking that the 
Snitis are not divided among themselves and that all 
of them declare the same truth without any inconsistency 
or contradiction. The Sriitist they say, arc not the work 
of any human or divine being and are eternal revelations 
of Tattia, Purushartha and Hita or Upaya. Their 
authority is unquestioned. If inconsistencies or contradictions 
are noticedi they arc only apparent and due to wrong inter¬ 
pretations of the meaning of the passages. 

How Advaitins explain away these apparent inconsis- 
tenciesand contradictions has already been indicated. According 
to them, the Snitis describe two Brahmans, a higher Para 
or Supreme Brahman without attributes and without activity, 
change or modification and a lower or Apara Brahman^ who 
has the attributes, and activites mentioned in some passages. 
This lower Brahman is Iswara who is called the Ruler of the 
world, its director and so on. But He is unreal in the 
ultimate reckoning. Only pure, attributeless Brahman is real. 
Another explanation of theirs is that the passages which assign 
attributes and activities to Brahman express the prima^focie 
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vieiv which is rejected by the passages which deny attributes 
and activities. The passages which deny attributes are later 
than the passages which affirm and therefore sublate or super¬ 
sede them. 

Sri Ramanuja is a realist. To him. Brahman, Iswara or 
God is real, so also the Jivatma or the individual self or soul. 
These souls are inhnice in number and nor one. Further 
matter or pralxriti with all its modifications or evolutes is 
real. So there .ire three ‘Reals' or Tattcas, Brahman or 
Iswara, the Soul or self (Jiva), (speaking of it as a class) and 
Prakriti or matter (inclusive of its evolutes). 

Speaking of the first Tattoay namely. Brahman or Iswara, 
Ramanuja is emphatic in declaring that the Brutis do not 
speak of the existence of two Brahmans, a higher and a lower, 
and that the one Brahman, the Supreme Being which is 
described in the Bruiis has infinite auspicious qualities. Those 
passages which seemingly deny attributes in Brahman and call 
it Nirguna deny the existence in Brahman only of the three 
qualities ascribed to Prakriti, namely, sattvarri; rajas and 
tamos. What is denied is only the existence in Brahman of 
faults and imperfections. How else could we explain such 
attributes as omniscience attd omnipotence which are ascribed 
to Brahman in the very passages which deny a number of 
attributes? Nirguna means “without blemishes, faults or 
imperfections". In reply to the Advaitin who states that the 
passages in which Brahman is said to possess atttibutes express 
the prima facie view and that they are superseded or sublated 
by the passages which deny attributes, Sri Ramanuja says:— 
“All the knowledge concerning the nature of Brahman has to 
come to us only from Scripture or Sruti, We can have no 
valid knowledge of it from any other source; It would indeed 
be funny if the Brutis first said that Brahman had qualities and 
activities only to deny it afterwards. Why should the Brutis 
state at first something that is not true and then deny its truth?" 



The Advaitin may ask: ’‘But how do you explain those 
passages which state that Brahman can be described only in 
negative terms {Neti-Neti) ? Do they not mean that Brahman 
is without attributes and that it is not this, not this, not that 
and so on ?*' 

Ramanuja answers the question as follows;,—^The Qruti 
Neti-Neti ‘‘not this*’, “not this” really means 
that Brahman’s nature or Soarupa and qualities arc incapable 
of adequate and complete description and that what is at all 
possible is only a partial or fragmentary description. What 
the 8 ruti states by saying “not this” “not this” is that Brah¬ 
man is not to be considered as being limited to this or that, 
but that it is these and an infinity of others as well, which 
defy adequate enumeration. The passage in question is in 
BriliadaranijaJiU UfXinisliad IV. in. 6. It is said there 
that Brahman is two-fold, that it has a tangible form and is 
also formless. Then follows the statement neii - neti, which 
means Iti na, Iti na, ‘ not this only ’, ‘ not this only*. The 
author of the Bralimx Sutras has explained the meaning of 
this text or Sriiti in III, it, 21 as follows;—“ What is denied 
is, of course, ( that Brahman is only ) this much. Therefore 
the Sruti proceeds further to describe Brahman. What is 
said in the Sruti after Neti-Neti, is that there is nothing 
superior to Brahman and that it is the real {Satyam ) of all 
reals (satyasya); for the individual souls {pranas) are real 
and Brahman is the Real among all reals”. The individual 
self is called ‘ Real ’ because, in its essential nature, it 
does not undergo any change or modification like matter cr 
praJeriti. 

The Advaitin will now ask, “But what do you say to the 
passage: ‘There is no such thing here (ie) in Brahman as the 
many or plurality {liana) ? Does it not clearly say that only 
Brahman exists and that there is nothing else, no ocher (ea\ 
and not even any attributes within itself V* 
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Sri Ramanuja's answer is to this effect;-— “This idea 
that there is no such thing in Brahman as the many [nano) is 
found in the Kata Upanishad II, and in the ‘ Brihadaran- 
yalca Upanishad' VI. Immediately after this statement, the 
Sruti declares that Brahman has all things under His control 
[sarvasya vast) and that He rules over all [sarvasya isanah). 
In the face of these later passages, how can it be maintained 
that Brahman has no attributes at all, while rulership and 
control are ascribed to Him ?’’ It may be said by the Advaitin 
that the passage in question denies the existence of anything 
other than Brahman. To this Ramanuja would reply as 
follows;— That is certainly not the meaning". To decide 
what the true interpretation of the text is, we should go back 
to a consideration of the apparently divergent Sfiitis quoted 
before, some seemingly denying the existence of anything 
other than Brahman, some stating that all this is Brahman, 
because it is created and sustained by Brahman and is merged 
in it, which seem to recognise the reality of the world with 
its sentient and non-sentient beings and others stating that 
Brahman is different from the individual self which enjoys 
or experiences, and from matter which is the object of such 
enjoyment or experience. What are we to make of these 
apparently inconsistent statements ? The Advaitin flatly 
declares that the 8ruUs whidi speak of the reality of the 
world and of the differences between Brahman and the jivas 
on the one hand and Brahman and matter on the other, are 
not valid and that only those passages like “This existed, my 
dear, as Sat without a second” are authoritative. This 
would imply rejection of all the passages in the Upanishads 
which speak of the Jiva and of Pralcriti or matter and of 
the attributes of Brahman as real. Similarly if we take the 
Svetasvatara passage cited before, which says that Brahman, 
the Jiva and Prahriti are real and different from one another 
as valid aud authoritative, we shall have to reject the authority 
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of those texts which declare that Brahman is the only reality 
and that there is no such thing as the many. Is there any 
interpretation or view which would enable us to explain and 
reconcile these apparently divergent 8ndis without rejecting 
any of them as invalid? Ramanuja says, “ Yes, there is and 
this key which would reconcile all the texts is found in the 
Brilicidaranyaha text usually called Antaryami BrahmOr- 
nam. It says that the world of matter or nen-sentient things 
is the body of Brahman and that Brahman is its soul. Likewise, 
it says that all sentient beings or Jivas are Brahman’s body, 
Brahman being their soul. This relationship between body 
and soul existing between the world and Brahman is the key- 
doctrine of Sri Ramanuja's Visishtadvaita system. According 
to it, Brahman has chit and achit, which are as real as 
Brahman itself, as His body. He is their soul, their Inner 
Self, controlling and directing them from within. If this 
central doctrine of Sri Ramanuja’s system which is explicitly 
stated in the Antaryami Brahmanam is accepted, it 
would enable us to reconcile all the divergent texts referred 
to before, without rejecting the validity of any of them. 
Since Brahman is the soul or inner self of all, Brahman with 
chit and achit, the sentient and non-sentient things, as His 
body, forms a unity or a Single Real and there is indeed 
nothing else, for the world with all its variety is included in 
Brahman as its body. This body is really an attribute or 
praJeara of the soul; and we often speak of the soul of a 
man with its prahara or body as a single thing or unity. In 
the same way Brahman is, according to the 8nitis, a single 
Real and there is nothing else, for all else form the body of 
Brahman which is inseparable from it and may therefore be 
included as one with the 8vanipa or the substantive part of 
Brahman which has, for its attributive amsa or part, the 
world of chit and achit. Thus the texts that, in the opinion 
of the Advaitin, teach unity, find an easy explanation vyith' 



out denying the reality of the world and calling it an illusion. 
At the same time, the body of man is different from his soul. 
So also the world of chit and achit, which is the body of 
Brahman, is different from the Inner Soul or self of all, namely, 
the Boarwpa of Brahman and the Soetasvatara and other 
texts which speak of the differences between Iswara, the 
individual self, and matter or prakriti are easily explained as 
being consistent with this Sniti called Antaryami Brah- 
mana. Thus Brahman with chit and achit as its praharas 
or attributes is the only Reality and Ramanuja's system is 
therefore Yisishta Advaita. 

The student of Vedanta is likely to raise an objection to 
what has been said about the world being the body of Brahman, 
Iswara, or God. The body of the Jiva is usually said to be 
due to past Icarma and to be the cause of all the ills of 
samsara If Brahman has a body like ourselves, does is not 
follow that He, too, is subject to harma and the consequent 
sufferings of mmsara! Ramanuja would answer this question 
as follows;—“Brahman's body is not the result of any 
past harma of His. In order to understand this aright, we 
should first define what is meant by the term ‘body’. The 
body is sometimes defined as composed of matter and as being 
the seat of the senses and of pleasures and pains. But this is 
not a proper definition. The body of a sentient being is 
something that is supported and controlled by its soul or self 
and that exists solely for the fulfilment of the purposes of the 
soul or self. If this definition is a true definition (and its 
truth cannot be denied), the question of Brahman suffering 
from samsara owing to the possession of a body will not 
asise". 

The Brutis which say that Brahman is without change 
or modification (nirvikara) are easily explained in Visishtad- 
vaita, because the Bvarupa or substantive part or Viseshya 
Q/msa of Brahman never undergoes any change and remajoa 



ever Scityam^ Jnanamf A^iantam, (^Reality, Consciousness 
and Infiniteness*) In the attributive part or dmsd of Brahmae 
which is its body, there are two reals, chit and dchit. These 
alone undergo changes* The dchit portion or prahriti^ 
which is in such a subtle state or sukshma dasd, in pralayd 
(ie) before creation, that it can hardly be said to exist at all, 
becomes modified in creation or SrisJiti into Sthttla or gross 
matter and evolves into various forms like earth, water, fire, 
air, ether {akdsd), the senses, etc., and we sec them in the 
pot, cloth, wood, metal, the bodies of animals and so on. 
The chit or sentient part, which also lies in Brahman during 
prdldija as indistinguishable and insignificant, so much so 
that it may be said not to exist at all, becomes associated 
with prakriti in the gross or dhuld state in accordance with 
its past kdrmd and is seen as the self in gods, men, animals, 
plants and so on. And let us remember that Brahman is the 
Inner Self ol chit and dchit^ both in their subtle^and in their 
gross state; the sentient being chit thus enclosed in the body, 
enjoys or experiences pleasures and pains due to sdvisara^ 
while the Si'driipa of Brahman, the substantive, which 
has the chit as its body, remains changeless,and unaffected by 
the sorrows of the latter. 

We are now in a position to understand Ramanuja’s 
interpretation of what is stated in Sadoidya which Advaitins 
consider as strongly supporting their doctrine. ♦♦This, my 
dear, existed before as sdti alone and without a second.” 
This is the text in question. ♦♦Before’' says Ramanuja, means 
♦♦during prdlayd'\ ♦♦This” means, of course, the world of 
chit and dchit* Sdt^ which, Advaitins ^say, means pure 
existence {satyam) or Brahman, means, according to 
Ramanuja, Brahman with chit and achit in their subtle state. 
8dt docs not mean ♦♦pure and mere existence''; for, in other 
Upanishads, the same sentence occurs with substitutes like 
Atmd or the Self, Brahman and even Narayana; so it refers 



to the Supreme Being with attributes; for, immediate^ after, 
the 8ruti, says ‘It willed to become the many*. Then 
follows a description of srishti or creation. So will is 
ascribed by the Sruti itself to 8at in this very passage which 
is considered to support the Advaita doctrine of a Brahman 
without attributes. 

This naturally leads us to another passage in the 
Cliaitdogya Uj ayiishacl: Chapter VI, where Sadvidya is 
taught by his father to Svetaketu, The father asks, at the 
beginning of the chapter, whether Svetaketu asked his teachers 
about that, by knowing which everything else becomes known. 
Svetaketu docs not know how, by knowing one thing, all 
things could become known and the father afterwards explains 
his meaning to Svetaketu, The Advaitins explain the 
meaning of this passage thus; “ Brahman being the only 
Reality, when it is known, all other things become known, 
because they are only illusory appearances which have no 
reality. Since no other ‘reals' exist, by knowing Brahman 
all become known.” Svetaketu finds it difficult to under¬ 
stand this. So the father, says the Advaitin, gives illustra¬ 
tions to explain the statement as follows:- “When you 
know a single lump of mud, all things made of mud arc 
known (such as pots and pitchers), for all changes and 
modifications are mere forms and names which have no reality. 
Only mud is real’’. The passage in the Sruti, says the 
Advaitin, means, that Brahman alone is real like the mud in 
the illustration and that other things which are super-imposed 
on it are mere forms and names having no reality. Ramanuja 
denies that the original statement and the mud illustration 
which follows it arc a statement of the Advaitic doctrine of 
Brahman being the only “real”. His explanation of the 
passage is to this effect:— Svetaketu is here taught the truth 
that Brahman with chit and achit as His body in the subtle 
state in pralaya, (iej before creation, gives rise to Brahman 
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With cliit and dchit in their gross state (namely the world 
that we see). The former is the material cause (upadana 
Icarana) from which arises the effect {karya) namely the 
world with Brahman as its Inner Self. What the father 
teaches his son is this: When Brahman, the cause, is 
known, the effect, namely, the world of chit and acliit with 
Brahman as its soul is also known, for the effect, kanja^ is 
only the cause, karana^ with new states, forms and names 
which enable it to serve certain practical purposes. This does 
not deny the reality of the world. Pots and pitchers are 
modifications or new states of mud with new forms and names 
and serving certain nev/ purposes, but as substance, they are 
only mud and are nor essentially different from mud which 
has only entered a new state or condition. 

Towards the end of this same sixth chapter of 
Chandogya Upanishad jthe well-known sentence, Tat Tvam 
Asiy is repeated several times, as it were, to enforce the 
teaching in Svetaketu's mind. To the Advaitin this is a 
Mdha Vakya teaching the identity of the Jiva with Brahman. 
Tat is. Brahman, the ultimate and only Real, on which the 
illusory world appears. Tvam (thou) is Svetaketu, who is 
addressed by his father. The two are said to be the same. 
The Advaitin asks, ‘‘Can there be a more emphatic declara ¬ 
tion of the unity or identity of Brahman and the Jiva than 
thesfe words which are repeated ever so many times in that 
context? This Mdhdoakya declares that there is only one 
‘rcaP, namely, Brahman, which is the cause or substrate of 
the origin, maintenance and dissolution of the world and it is 
declared to be the individual self of Svetaketu in **Tbat Thou 
Art*^• but on the face of it, the sentence would appear to 
convey no coherent meaning, for how can the individual self 
of Svetaketu with its limited powers be the same as Brahman 
which is infinite ? So the direct or primary meaning of the 
word ** Thou will have to be given up as being incongruous 
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and a secondary or indirect meaning (lalcshana) will have to 
be taken* The result of this would be ; ** That would 

mean pure Brahman, without attributes, activity, change or 
relations of any kind and * thou ’ should be taken to mean 
not the individual self of Svetaketu, which is the direct mean¬ 
ing, but Brahman without the limitations, attributes, 
activities etc., of the individual, a meaning arrived at by 
having recourse to the indirect meaning (or lalcshana). 
There would then be no equation of two different things but 
an identity or unity, namely. Brahman''. The Advaitin, who 
gives this explanation of the Mahacalcya That thou art " 
illustrates it with an example from ordinary life. Having 
seen a person, called, say, Devadatta, in the past, in a 
certain place, we now see him, say, in some other place and 
say, ‘ This is that Devadatta'. Since the Devadatta seen 
formerly in one place cannot be the same as the Devadatta 
seen now in a different place, we have to resort to lalcshana 
and give up the qualifications and relationships such as 
^ formerly ’ * in one place ' and ^ now ' ‘ in a different 
place What results in thus giving up the direct meanings 
which would not convey a coherent meaning, is the* bare 
identity, namely, Devadatta. So also. Brahman in ‘ That 
Thou Art 

In reply to this Advaitic explanation of identity as 
contained in * That thou arc', Ramanuja submits the whole 
question of appositional or coordinative use of words, as in 
* That thou art ' Janaka is a king ** This is that 
Devadatta * Ayodhya was the capital of the Raghus ' and 
so on, to a careful investigation. It is really a question for 
grammarians to decide. What do we really mean when we 
say ^Janaka is a king ’ ? Is it simply the identity of Janaka 
or something more ? So also in Ayodhya was the capital 
city of the Raghus '^ is the purport merely * Ayodhya * or 
something more ? This kind of grammatical apposition or 
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co-ordinan'on of two substantive words is called sammadTii^ 
Jfaranya in Sanskrit and as * That ihou art’, the Advaitin’s 
Maliavahjat is an instance of sanianadJiiharanyat 
Ramanuja considers it necessary to determine the meaning and 
purpose of this appositional use more than once in Vedartha^ 
sangraha. The purpose of mmanadhiharanya is to show 
that two or more different attributes, qualities or relationships 
refer to a single object. For example in * Janaka is a king 
the word * Janaka signifies a person with a specific form 
and with that name. T*he word * king ’ means something 
different, namely, his being the ruler of a kingdom. The 
sentence having the co-ordination or sama7iadlii1mranya 
aims at showing that these two sets of different attributes 
meet in the same person and not the bare identity of Janaka. 
In the example cited by the Advaitin, ‘This is that Devadatta’, 
Ramanuja says that there is no incoherence or absurdity in 
taking the direct meaning of the words just as they arc (ic) 
the Devadatta seen formerly in the place A is the same as the 
Devadatta seen now in the place B, The same person could 
have been in one place in the past and in a difient place at 
present. Where is the absurdity in it ? So we may take the 
direct meaning of the words ‘the Devadatta seen in the past 
in the place A, ‘is * the Devadatta seen at present in the 
place B.* In fact the aim of the samanadhikaranya is just 
to show that ‘being present in A at a former time* and ‘being 
present now in B * arc both in Devadatta. There is absolutely 
no reason why we should give up the direct and primary 
meaning. It may be asked what is the relevancy of all this 
discussion of the meaning of samdnddliikaranya to the 
interpretation of the Mahdvakya “That thou art‘^? Ramanuja 
replies as follows:—When the direct and primary meanings of 
‘ That ’ and ' thou ’ may be taken just as they arc and a 
sound, coherent and valid meaning can be had for the sentence, 
where is the need for resohirig to IdhhdTid or the indirect 
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and secondary meaning ' ? He then proceeds to explain what 
he considers to be the real meaning of Tdt Tvam Asi^ 
* That thou art ‘ That * of course signifies the Supreme 
Brahman who is the cause of the origin, maintenance and 
dissolution of the world. ‘ Thou \ at first sight, would 
seem to mean Svetaketu or Svetaketu's self but it really 
means here the soul or the Inner Self within the soul of 
Svetaketu, When we use the word or name ‘Devadatta’^ 
it refers to the bodily configuration of Devadatta, but does 
not stop there. It is not merely his body that is meant by 
the word * Devadatta * but his Atma soul or self as well. 
The denotation or meaning of che word does not stop there,* 
it refers also to the soul or Inner Self or Antaryami who has 
the soul of Devadatta for His body, as set forth in the 
Brihadaranyalca Upanisitai- So ‘ That thou art ' means 
Brahman who is the cause, the support etc., of the world, is 
also the inner Self or Antaryami who dwells within the soul 
of Svetaketu. Here two different attributes, that of being 
the cause etc., of the world and that of being the inner self 
of Svetaketu ate ascribed to the same object, namely., Brahman, 
and this is the real purport or significance of savianadhi- 
Icaranya as understood by grammarians, whose authority in a 
matter like this should be unquestioned. But it may be 
asked; “Is not Ramanuja also giving up the primary and 
direct meaning of ' thou ' namely, Svetaketu’s self and taking 
up lalcshana or an indirect and secondary mean ng viz<. the 
inner self within the self of Svetaketu ? ' Ramanuja’s answer 

is as follows, * Take anv word, say, cow. It has three 
meanings, all primary and direct, namely, the bodily 
configuration of the cow, the self or soul of the cow and 
likewise, the Inner Self within the soul of the cow, which is 
Brahman or God or Iswara. Laymen who are not acquainted 
with Vedanta are not aware of this third significance or 
meaning which is as direct and 3$ primary as the other two. 
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So my interpretation is sound and in accordance with the 
Antaryami Bralimanom and the science of grammar. 

To sum up: In ‘ Visishtadvaita' as expounded by 
Ramanuja, the Upanishads impart to us knowledge of only 
one Brahman and that is Snyuna Brahman or Brahman with 
infinite auspicious qualities. He has chit and achit as His 
body. The words Nirguna, Niranjana, etc., mean only 
that Brahman has none of the faults and the imperfections 
found in the Jiva. Visishtadvaita agrees with Advaita in 
holding that the essential nature or Soaruya of Brahman is 
Jnana or consciousness, but maintains, in addition, that 
Brahman, who is consciousness, has for its attribute, jnana. 
Brahman is thus the knower as well as knowledge or conscious-, 
ness. Without a knower, there can be no such thing as bare 
consciousness. The knowledge or j7iana which is an attribute 
of Brahman is called dharmabhuta jnana or attributive 
knowledge, to distinguish it from the Soarnpa (or substance) 
of Brahman which is also called Jnana, As has been pointed 
out, the Brahman of the Upanishads is also the God of 
religion who creates, maintains and sustains the world. It 
is He who rewards the Jiva with vviildi, when he strives 
for it. 

The Jiva in Visishtadvaita is as real as Brahman itself. 
Its essential nature svarnpa, is also jnaiia but it differs 
from Brahman in being atomic (anu), whereas Brahman is 
all-petvasive or omnipresent (mbhu). The Jivatma, has 
knowledge for one of its attributes and this knowledge is called 
dharma bhuia jnana, or attributive knowledge. Though the 
individual self or Jivatma is anu, its attributive knowledge 
is capable of infinite reach. Owing, however, to beginning¬ 
less avidya or Icn^rma, this attibutive knowledge has undergone 
contraction, but in the state of nrnJcti or release from samsara* 
it will become infinite in its reach and will be capable of 
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understanding all things at the same time. Sri Ramanuja 
states also that there is another class of individual souls called 
Nitycii in the region of eternal glory, which he calls Niiya 
Vihhuti. Their attributive knowledge has always been 
infinite in its range as they have never been »n the bondage of 
sarnmra. The arguments by which he establishes this will 
be seen in chapter-9* 

PraTcriti or matter is also real in Ramanuja's system. 
It undergoes modifications into various tattras (24 in number) 
which are the same as the 24 reals in the Sankhya system. 
Prakriti and its evolutes exist for the enjoyment or experience 
of the individual souls in accordance with their past IrnTma, 

PURUSHARTHA in VISISHTADVAITA. 

The ultimate or supreme goal of life is to attain release 
from samsara^ and enjoy the bliss of Brahman and not, as in 
Advaita, to become Brahman. The aridya which is the same 
as karni'i belongs to the jiva and not to Brahman, Ramanuja 
accepts the view that the released soul will enjoy infinite bliss 
in Nitya Vihhuti or God’s Region of Eternal Glory. 

THE MEANS or UPAYA. 

Of the three Yogas, taught in the Oita, hhaldi or 
devotion with its highest development, which Ramanuja calls 
parama bhaldi, is the direct and only means of attaining 
muliti. Karma and jnana are essential but arc only 
accessories to hhaldi; karma or the rites and duties prescribed 
for each variia and each asrama, have to be performed as 
long as life lasts and are, on no account, to be given up. 

One of the texts in the Mtmdala UpanisJiad says that 
Brahman reveals Himself only to him with whom He is 
pleased. Brahman would be pleased only with him, who has 
deserved well of Him by supreme devotion in accordance with 
the Sdstras. Bhaldi is, therefore, the only means or upaya 
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for attaining the bliss of Brahman. At the same time, 
Ramanuja states that bhaJcti and jnana are not essentially 
different. Bhakti, too, is knowledge or jnana- When 
jnana deepen? sufficiently, it attains the form of hJi-akti, It 
is this deep jnana which has developed into llakti that is 
the upaya or means to miiJcti. 

It was said above that the Soarupa or essential nature 
of Brahman and of the individual self in its purity is jnana 
and that Brahman and the Jiva have jnana cr knowledge as 
an attribute. It may be asked how jnana which is a 
substance or dravya could be an attribute of jnana 
{srarupa-jnana ). Attributes are usually of the nature of 
f/tmas or qualities and not substances or dravya. Ramanuja 
replies to this objection by stating that there is no such 
invariable rule. Even a substance may be an attribute of 
another substance as when we speak of a dandi or a man with 
a stick or danda. Here danda or stick, which is a substance, 
is an attribute of the dandi. The only difference is that the 
stick is not inseparable from the man, whereas attributive 
knowledge is inseparable from the knowledge which is the 
svarupa or substance of the Jiva or Brahman. So also the 
Jiva and Prakriti, or matter, though substances (dravya)^ 
are inseparable attributes of Brahman, being His body. 

It was pointed out before that the Advaitin postulates 
a factor called maya or avidya, which, by some kind at 
shadowing or association with Brahman, causes the illusory 
appearance of the world. Ramanuja submits this theory to 
an elaborate and critical examination and shows that maya, 
cannot he defined in any manner to the satisfaction of others 
and that it lands Advaita in inconsistencies and contradic¬ 
tions. These arguments may be studied in the text itself 
of Vedarthasangraha. 
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So far the evidence of the Srutis^ Approaching the 
question from the point of view of reason, Ramanuja does 
not accept the Advaitin's contention that only what persists 
for ever is rcah It may be remembered that in pratyalishaj 
according to the Advaitin, there is only one aspect that 
persists right through, namely, mere existence or what corres¬ 
ponds to asti or * is* and that this existence or asii alone 
is real and that pot, cloth^ table, etc., as in the perceptions 
♦ this is a pot, ’ ‘ this is a cloth, ' ‘ this is a table', and so 
on, do not persist, as they replace one another and are 
therefore unreal. Ramanuja states in reply that if an object 
like pot is seen to exist in a certain place, at a certain time 
and another object, say, cloth, is seen there at the next instant 
or afterwards, it does not follow that the thing which does 
not persist is unreal. To put it in other words, the Advaitin 
holds that only what exists for ever and is not superseded or 
sublated by anything else, is real. Ramanuja, on the other 
hand, maintains that the reality or unreality of a certain 
thing has nothing to do with the duration of its existence. 
A thing may exist only for a short time and yet be real. The 
Advaitin might ask thereon, * The objects that we see in 
dreams are seen only for a very short time and arc replaced or 
superseded by others. Do you think that these objects or 
experiences in dreams are real ? Is it not agreed on all hands 
that dreams ate unreal Ramanuja would reply to this 
effect;— I do not admit for a moment that because a thing 
exists only for a short time, it is unreal. Dreams, too, arc 
real in our system. They are created by Iswara to reward or 
punish the Jivatma for his larma. The fact of their 
transience cannot be considered as a reason to deny their 
reality. So it would come to this that in Visishtadvaita, 
there is no experience or object that is unreal. '' 

The Advaitin may ask, What about the shell that is 
mistaken for silver owing to a defect in the vision or in the 



light ? ” Ramanuja’s answer is that, in the shell there is an 
‘ element ’ or aspect of real silver which accounts for the 
mistake or illusion. It is this fraction of real silver that is 
taken to be all silver. 

In Visishtadvaita, Brahman, Iswara or God, for all 
these mean the same, is both the cause and the effect. As 
has been indicated before, Brahman with chit and achit in 
their subtle state is the upadana harana or material cause 
and Brahman with chit and achit in their sthula state as the 
world is the effect. 

In reply to the Advaitin’s contention that first perception 
(pratyaksha) or perception at the first instant or hshana 
presents only bare existence without any differentiating 
features ('Wtedaj and that this nirvikalpaha pratyaksha 
is alone true and valid, presenting as it ^does, pure Brahman 
without any differentiating features, Ramanuja denies that, 
even in the first instant, there is any such thing as 
nirvikalpaka pratyaksha and that even in that instant, the 
perception presents not bare existence but the configuration or 
physical structure of the object which has differentiating 
features. All perceptions, whether of the first instant or of 
the later, are only savikalpaka or sakara pratyaksha. 

Besides the criticism of Advaita which occupies the 
greater part of Vedarthasangrdha, brief references are made 
also to the Bhedahheda systems of Bhaskara, and Yadava* 
prakasa. 

In Bhaskara's system, mayavada or the theory 
of the world being an illusory appearance due to the 
shadowing oi^ Brahman by maya, is strongly 
condemned. The reality of the world is affirmed as strongly 
as in Visisfitadvaita; but the identity of the Jim with 
4-A 
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Brahman, which is the apparent purport of such texts as ‘That 
thou art' is sought to be explained in a manner different from 
that adopted by Advaitins and Visishtadvaitins. Brahman is 
considered to be full of infinite auspicious qualities, as in 
Ramanuja’s system. But owing to some limiting adjuncts or 
upadhis Brahman becomes the Jivas subject to samsara and 
its ills. Unlike maya in Advaita, which is postulated to 
account for the Jivas. these adjuncts or upadhis are real in 
Bhask&ra's system. Brahman, in a sense, is different from the 
Jiva, as it has been conditioned by the upadld. At the same 
time, in mukti when the adjuncts will be got rid of, the 
jiva or individual self becomes one with Brahman by knowing 
its unity with Brahman as taught in such passages as “He who 
knows Brahman becomes Brahman”, Thus in another sense, 
there is no difference between Brahman and the individual 
self. This system is therefore called Bhedabheda. In holding 
that in mukti^ the individual self becomes Brahman, from 
which its difference is only adventitious, Bhaskara’s system 
has affinities with Advaita. 

The adjuncts or upadhis, are the body, the senses and the 
mind. The means of attaining mukti or becoming Brahman 
are both karma and juana, neither of them being merely 
accessory. In Yadhavaprakasa’s system. Brahman has, within 
itself, a certain power or energy by which it evolves {parinama) 
into Iswara, chit and achit- 

Hie means of attaining mukti, which is the same 
as becoming Brahman, are karma and jnana, both being 
equally important as in Bhaskara’s system. The which 

is a modification or parinama of Brahman, becomes Braliman 
again and this explains the purport of the Mahavakya ’That 
thou art *. This system is also called Bhedabhe^, as the 
Jiva, iri one sense, is different from Brahman and, in another, 
the same as Brahman. 
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Sri Ramanuja'i criticism of these two systems may be 
studied in the text itself. 

The short essays on ‘The Supreme Deity,' 'Nitya 
Vihlmti* and Brahman's being both the ‘Upadana KarancC, 
and the ‘ Niniitta Karana of the world are easy and do not 
require any explanatory notes. A separate introduction is, 
however, given at the beginning of the essay on the views of 
Mimamsakas. 


Note In Yadavaprakasa’s system, the Jiva in mukii becomes one with 
Brahman by remaining within it as its sakti with a separate 
consciousness of its own. 


(See Srutaptakasiha ; 4*4*4) ' 



Vedartha Sangraha 

by 

Sri Ramanuja 

I offer adoration to Vishnu on whom depend all 
things without exception, sentient as well as non- 
sentient—Vishnu who reclines on the serpent Sesha 
and who is free from all imperfections and is, 
likewise, the treasure-house of all auspicious 
qualities. 

Note :—In this Mangala Sloka, Sri Ramanuja offers his obeisance to his 
I%htadevata and* at the same time, implicitly and explicitly states 
briefly, some of the doctrines of his philosophical system. By 
stating that all things, sentient and non-sentient, depend upon 
Vishnu, he refers to what is called Vishnu's Lila vibhuti, 
namely, this world of ours with all its variety, which exists for His 
play or sport. By .saying that Vishnu reclines on the serpent 
Sesha, He hints at the region of eternal glory, which is Vishnu’s 
Niiya vibhuti. As against Advaitins who hold that Brahman is 
with 3Ut attributes and differentiating features {Hheda), Ramanuja 
states that Vishnu, who is Brahman, has attributes which are 
innumerable and auspicious. By the words Aseshachitachit (all 
sentient and non—sentient things; the author also hints at the 
existence of many souls and not a single self or atmant 
as Advaitins hold. Tlie wo d Vastu which aseshachitachit qualities 
hints at sentient and non-sentient things being real and not 
illusory as Sankara maintains. By offering his adoration, it may 
also be inferred that Ramanuja suggests to us the means of 
attaining Brahman. Sanskrit critics have laid down a rule that 
the introductory sloka or mangahi sloha should give the gist of the 
book briefly, or at least hint at it. 

2. Pre-eminent shines the sage Yamuna by 
whom was dispelled the darkness of delusion 
(1) which maintained that Brahman was subject 
to ignorance or avidya and fell into the bondage of 
births and deaths (samsara), (2) the delusion 

which held that Brahman became helpless owing to 
its connexion with adjuncts ether than itself (para- 
upadhi) and likewise, too, the delusion that Brahman 
5 



is the seat of imperfections (owing to its evolution 
into the sentient and the non-sentient world). 

Notb In the second sloka, Sri Ramanuja pays his homage to his great 
Guru, Yamunacharya (otherwise known as Alavandar) who, by 
Aimasiddhif Samvit Siddhit Iswara Siddhi, Gitaftha 
Sangfaha and the like, refuted the doctrines of rival Systems like 
Advaita by showinp^ that they were against the Srw/ts and against 
reason. 

In (i) the delusion is that of the Advaitins; in (2) it is that of 
Bhaskara, the exponent of one school of Bhedahheda and in (3) 
Ramanuja refers to the view of Yadavaprakasa who favoured 
another school of Bhedabheda, 

This is the gist of the Upanishads whose aim is 
to impart distinctive knowledge of what is good to 
the whole worldMeditation, adoration, obeisance, 
etc., of the two feet of the Supreme Being, done 
with intense love, are the means of attaining Him, 
when they are accompanied by the performance of 
the duties of one’s vanvi (caste) and asrama (stage of 
life) and preceded by a knowledge of the real nature 
of the Jiva and of the Supremo Being. “ He who is 
in the soul and within the soul, whom the soul is not 
aware of, He whoso body is the soul (of the Jiva), 
who controls the soul, that spirit is the Inner Ruler 
Immortal”. Brh. Up. (5—7—22) *• This (Being) is 
the innermost soul of all beings, free from all 
imperfections, resplendent, the same everywhere. 
He is Narayana”. Snbala UpanisJiad (7). 

“The seers of Brahman long to know Him with 
the help of the Vedic texts, by the performance of 
sacrifices (yajtia) in accordance with varna and 
asrama, by charitable gifts, by tapas (meditation) and 
by freedom from desires. Brh. Up. 6—4—22. 

“ He who knows Brahman attains the supreme ”, 
(Taittiriya Upanishad)- 
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NoTSAccording to Ramnnuja, the word knows {veda) here means adores 

“ He who knows Him in this manner becomes 
immortal (free from bonds)- There is no other way 
of attaining” (Purusha Sui ta,), and there are other 
texts like it* 

Noth t^Knows means worships or adores, Vidt Note above. 

The soul of the Jiva, in its real nature, has none 
of the varied diflferences arising from the specific 
modifications of PrakrUi or matter, such as gods and 
men and has knowledge and bliss alone as its 
attributes. When the difference such as exists 
between gods, men and the like, arising from karma 
has been destroyed, the difference between one soul 
(Jiva) and another is not capable of being expressed 
in words and can only be felt by themselves. Only 
this much can be said of the soul, that it is of the 
nature of knowledge or consciousness. This is true 
of all souls. 

The Inner Ruler Immortal is Bhagavan 
Narayana who, as Purushottama, is different 
from all else. He is the sole cause of the origin, 
continuance and dissolution of the Universe of 
sentient and non-sentient things described above, 
as also of granting release from samsara. His nature 
is different from that of all things other than Himself 
by virtue of His being at variance with all imperfec¬ 
tions and by virtue of His being the home of infinite 
bliss. He possesses hosts of infinite and countless 
auspicious qualities. He is referred to in all the 
Upanishads in varied terms like sarvatma (the 
Universal Soul), Parabrahman (the Supreme 
Brahman), Parajyotis fthe Supreme Light or 
Splendour^. Paratattva (the Supreme Truths, 
Paramatma (the Supreme Spirits and Sat (Reality)* 
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In their attempt to explain His greatness, the Srutis 
(Vedantio texts) refer to the world in phrases like 
tacchaJdi (His power tadamm (a fragment or portion 
of His;, tadvihhuti, ('His magnificence;. tadrupaiHis 
form), taccharira (His body), /a ('His body; and 

so also by co-ordinating Him with the world because 
He controls it by being the inmost soul of all things, 
sentient and non-sentient. 

Notx; — Samanadhikaranya, When two things are put in grammitical 
apposition with each other, there is said to be Samanadhikaranya 
between them. In the famous Upanishadic text That Thou aft % 
That and Thou are in apposition or coordination with each other. 
When we say **Janaka is the king*', Janaka and the king are put 
in coordination with each other. Two words having different 
meanings are employed to de.scribe the same object. In the text, 
'•That Thou art" addressed to Svetaketuy That and Thou are used 
in co-ordination or grammatical apposition with each other. 
According to Ramanuja, That refers to the Supreme Being who 
creates, sustains and destroys all things; Thou refers to the 
Supreme Being, the Inner Ruler who controls the soul of Svetaketu 
from within. The meaning of the text is, therefore, as follows /— 
“The Supreme Being who is the Lord of the Universe is» O Sveta¬ 
ketu, the Inner Ruler who is the soul of your soul'*. Ramanuja 
argues thus: When we say •Svetaketu', we refer not only to the 
bodily form of Svetaketu but to the soul of Svetaketu as well. 
The sigoiffcation of the term does not stop there. It refers also to 
the Supreme Being who is the soul of Svetaketu's soul and of whom 
Svetaketu’s soul is the body, Sankara, on the other hand, 
maintains that samanadhikaranya or appositional use or coordina¬ 
tion of words expresses identity between the two things, ''That 
Thou Art" means, according to him, the identity of the individual 
self with the Supreme Spirit, 

The philosophical systems of Sankara (Advaita), and of 
Bhaskara and Yadavaprakasa {Bhedabheda)- 

In their attempt to explain this co-ordination 
(between Brahman and the self as also Brahman 
and the world), as found in “That Thou art” and 
“All this is Brahman”, whose purpose is to bring 
out the greatness of Brahman by stating that He is 
in all things, some ('commentators; maintain the 
following view 
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“Brahman is pure knowledge or consciousness, 
devoid of any difference or specific particularity 
(visesjia); though Brahman is eternally free and self- 
evident or self-luminous, it is identical with the 
individual self as understood from the coordination 
(samanailMhirayiyam) contained in texts like That 
Thou Art. Brahman itself is in the bondage (of 
mmsara) owing to ignorance or nescience (avidya)’, 
and that which obtains release is Brahman. The 
whole Universe with its endless differences like 
Iswara and sentient beings and non-sentient things 
controlled by Him which are other than pure 
conscionsness without differeuco are illusory (mithya); 
the distinction that one is in bondage and that 
another is free from it has no basis; it is also illusory 
to think that some *souls attained salvation or 
release from bondage before now; only one body is 
animated by the soul or self and the other bodies 
are soulless; it is impossible to state which that one 
body is. The acharya or preceptor who teaches 
divine knowledge is illusory; Sastra or scripture is 
illusory too; the one who understands the scripture 
is illusory and likewise the knowledge arising from 
scripture; and all this is understood only from 
this illusory scripture. 

Notb:—I bis is Ramanuja's summing up of Sankara's advaiia and his 
doctrine of Maya and illusory appearance. 

• Note •Like Suka, Prahlada and Vamadeva. 


Bhaskara’s Bhedabheda. 

Others maintain that Brahman, though possessed 
of all auspicious qualities like freedom from imperfec¬ 
tions, should be considered, in the light of the texts 
declaring identity (between Brahman and the world 
and between Brahman and the individual self,), as 
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becoming subject to bondage and release owing to its 
association with some limiting adjunct (XJjjaihi) 
and that it is also subject to various modifications of 
an impure nature. 

Notb ;'--’This is Himanuja's summing up of Bhaskara’s Bhedabheda 
system. 

Notb Medification.^: Changes in matter or changes into various noil- 

sentient objects. 

Yadavaprakasa's Bhedabheda. 

Others still, in explaining the truth of the texts 
teaching identity hold that, though Brahman is the 
sea of unsurpassed and boundless qualities, it is of 
such a nature as to become gods, men, animals, 
dwellers in hell and in Bvarga, and souls that have 
attained release. By nature, He is different as well 
as not different from them and is subject to various 
modifications of an impure nature. 

Note :—What do the Sfutis mean when they speak of the individual self 
as being identical with the Supreme Self or Brahman and of all 
things being Brahman? The answer to this question is different 
in the different systems and it is this answer which gives each 
system its definite character. According to Sankara, since the 
individual self is Brahman shadowed by avidya (ignorance or 
nescience} and since this avidya is itself illusory, there is only one 
Reality, namely Brahman and no other. The individual 
self, when it realizes its identity with Brahman becomes 
Brahman. Brahman is pure chit or consciousness. It is not 
conscious of anything else, for there is nothing else that is real. 
Nothing can be predicted of this chit except that it is or that it 
is sat» 

Bhaskara and his followers say that Brahman has attributes or 
qualities and that it is not mere indifferent chiti Brahman is 
possessed of countless auspicious qualities and is not bound by 
Karma; but owing to its association with upadhis or limiting 
adjuncts, it is seen as gods, men, animals and the like. These 
Upadhis are the bodies and senses like those of gods, men, animals 
and plants. Brahman changes into godS/ men, animals and plants 
and so also into inanimate forms of matter, this explains, accord- 



43 


ilig to Bhaskara. the statement of identity in texts like "That 
Thou art*'and "All is indeed Brahman*'. The Upadhis are^ in 
Bhaskara's system, real. Hence# the individual selves and the 
world of inanimate objects are real. Bhaskara condemns the 
doctrine of Maya and the theory of the world’s illusory appearance. 
Brahman is, in reality, not different from the individual souls 
except for the latter’s adventitious association with Upadhis, 
When the Upadhis disappear in tnukti, there is no dillerencc at all 
between Brahman and the individual souls. Brahman is. by 
nature# not difierent from sentient and non-senticrit things. The 
differance between Brahman and non-sentient things is natural. 
In the case of sentient things the diflerence is due to the adventi* 
tious association with Upadhis, 

Yadavaprakasa agrees with Bhaskara in describing Brahman as 
possessed of attributes or qualities. He holds that Brahman is 
capable of existing as gods# men# aniinals and j)lants and likewise 
as non-sentient objects. By nature# it is both different and non- 
diiferent from them. 

To Bhaskara. the difference between Brahman and the conscious 
self is adventitious, being the result of Upadhi, Essentially, there 
is no difference between them. In the case of non-sentient objects# 
the difference is natural and essential. To Yadavaprakasa. on the 
other hand, in the case of both sentient and nonsentient objects, 
the differences are natural and not adventitious and so also the 
non-difference. Even without Upadhi, Brahman has the capacity 
of becoming sentient and non-sentient things. 

These two systems are called Bhedabhedj (ie) hheda and ahheda, be* 
cause, according to them, Brahman is both different from the Jivas 
and non-sentient objects and at the same time not different. 

Critiersm of Sankara’s Advaita. 

Against the first of these three views (Sankara’s 
Advaita), those who have made a comprehensive 
study of the meaning of the Srutis adduce the 
following unanswerable objections:- 

For instance : The word That fin “ That Thou 
art ”) refers to Brahman as the subject treated in 
the context. The origin, sustenance, and dissolution 
of the world are said to arise from its will in such 
words as begin with “It willed to become many” and 
end with “The world with all the souls iPrajas) in it, 
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my child, has its origin in Sat (Reality) or Brahman, 
its support and sustenance in B%t C Reality or 
Brahman) and its dissolution in Sit", In other 
contexts, boundless, unsurpassed and innumerable 
auspicious attributes like omniscience, omnipotence, 
the lordship of all, the attribute of having all things 
as its modes (praharas), having neither equals nor 
superiors, the nature of one who has all the means 
of satisfying whatever is desired and whose purposes 
are for ever realised and the power of illumiuating all 
other things are predicated (in the Snitis) and 
likewise His being at variance with every form of 
imperfection as in the words “ untouched by sin ”• 
All these are adversely affected on this view (Advaita), 
as it holds that Brahman is without any difference 
or particularity or attribute ( nirvisesJui). 

(By way of answer) it might be said by the 
Advaitin, “ At the beginning of that context Cin 
Gfuindogya Upanishad), it is declared that, *‘by knowing 
the One, all things are known”. This implies that 
only the ultimate cause is true. The Bruti then 
proceeds to explain how the cause alone is true and 
how all effects are false by giving the illustration of 
mud, after which, in the passage “ Bit ('Reality or 
Brahman) alone, my child, existed at first, One and 
without a second ”, all difference is said to be non¬ 
existent—difference from like things and from unlike 
things. Other texts in different contexts which 
clarify this passage teach Brahman’s being without 
any difference, particularity or attribute. They are 
“•Brahman is truth, consciousness, infiniteness ”. 
“ t('Brahman^ is without parts, without action, 
without attributes and without faults.” “ l(Brahraan) 

•Taittiriya Upanishad. 

f Taittiriya Upanishad. 

t Taittiriya Aranyaka. 
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is of the nature of oonsoiousness and bliss ”, and 
the like. It is wrong to say that, if many words are 
employed to signify the same object (&s in truth, 
consciousness, infiniteness^, they would become 
synonymous Cand consequently tautological and 
unnecessary^, for though the object signified is 
only one, all these words are appropriate as they 
bring out Brahman’s being opposed to every form of 
difference or particularity (visesha). 

Notb I —When the Sruti says. Brahman is •'truth, consciousness* 
infiniteness*', the Advaitin explains its meaning thus;—Brahman 
is other than untruth or that which is unreal. It is other than 
that which is non-sentient* it is other than the finite* These are 
three negative statements about a single entity and are not three 
different and positive attributes. 

Note ;— Th§ illustration of mud ; When his father says, "By knowing the 
one all things are known"* Svetaketu does not understand how 
that could be. His father explains the statement with an 
illustration. He says;— "In the same way as everything made 
of mud is understood from a single lump of mud** (out of which 
the others are made). The teacher elaborates the point by 
adding '*The effects arising from mud are only words and names* 
Only the mud is real". This is the Advaitic interpretation of the 
text and is brought in to justify the view that only the primal 
cause, Sat, is true or real and that all the effects which appear 
thereon are mere names and appearances which are illusory". 
Ramanuja's interpretation of this text will be found elsewhere. 


This is not a proper answer. According to this 
view (Advaita), since everything is illusory {mithya), 
there is nothing else that requires to be known. It 
cannot then be proved that all things are known by 
knowing the One. If the meaning of “all things are 
known by a knowledge of the One ("i. o.) Brahman^” 
is that, since they and the One are of the same 
nature, when the One is known, the rest are also 
known, it will have to be admitted either that 
Brahman and the world (its effect^ are both real or 
that they are both unreal. 

6 
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On the view fheld by us) that everything Hn the 
world) has Brahman as its innermost soul, it would 
be easy to understand how by knowing the One, 
everything ("elsej is known. 

Note: —Ramanuja's view is this; The world has Brahman as its soul and 
is therefore an attribute (Viseshana) of Brahman, So» when 
Brahman is known, everything else is known, because Brahman 
is the substantive of which everything else is an attribute. The 
substantive being the same in both cases, when the One is known* 
the others are known as well. 

This is the meaning Cof the 8ruti):- The father 
said to Svetaketu, “You are puffed up fwith pride). 
Did you at all ask about that Adesa ?”. (You seem 
elated as if you knew everything; did you ask about 
that Adesa also ?). 

Adesa is one by whom everything is ruled. Adesa 
means Prasasamm (rule or government as in the text); 
“It is *in accordance with the rulership of this 
Ahhara (Brahman), 0 Gargi. that the sun and the 
moon receive their support". Mann uses the word in 
the same sense: +“ Prasasitaram sarvesham,'. the ruler 
over all”. Here, too, after declaring by the word 
*One’ that Brahman is the material cause of the 
world, the idea that He alone is the ruler of the 
world is brought out by the word Advitiya “without a 
second”, which denies the existence of any other 
ruler. So. what was said fty Svetaketu’s father^ 
means; Did you ask about the One who rules the 
Universe and who is also its material cause? It is 
by hearing of Him, by thinking of Him, by knowing 
Him, fall other things^ that have not been heard of, 
thought of, or known, become heard of, thought of 
and known”. The idea in the mind (of the father^ 

• Br. Up.6,8, 9. 

t Manu: Smriti 12—1—22. ' ‘ 
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is this:— “Have you learnt Cfrom your teachers about 
Brahman who is the ultimate cause of such things 
as the origin, the welfare and the dissolution of the 
whole world, who is also omniscient, who has always 
all objects of desire and who is the ocean of infinite 
and noble attributes ?” 

Nope :—Adesax Sankara looks upon this word as synonymous with 
Upadtsa, * teaching * and that which is taught. It means 
according to him. Brahman, the subject matter of instruction 
and not Brahman who is the ruler. If the latter interpretation 
were accepted, it would imply that Brahman has attributes. 
So, he rejects it. 

The cause itself is called the effect when it 
assumes varied and peculiar configurations (mm- 
sthana). Therefore, since Brahman is the cause of 
all, by knowing Brahman, the cause, which has, 
for its body, sentient and non-sentient things in 
their subtle state, the whole world, which is the 
effect, becomes known. Having this (truth) in 
mind, the father said to his son, “Did you ask 
about That by hearing of which everything is heard 
of, by thinking of which everything is thought of 
and by knowing which everything is known?”. 

The son does not understand what is in the 
father’s mind, namely, that all these things have 
the same one cause. He thinks that wheu two things 
are different from each other, it is not possible to 
know one of them by knowing the other. So he asks, 
*' Of what nature, revered sir, is that Adesa?." 

The father being urged in this way proceeds to 
explain the idea iu his mind. This idea may be 
stated as followsThe Supreme Brahman who is 
characterised by consciousness, bliss and freedom 
from all imperfections, whose magnifioenoe is 
infinite, who is possessed of infinite, unsurpassed 



and innumerable collections of attributes including 
omnipotence (satyasamJcalpatva) and who is ever the 
same without change or modification (aviJcari) has, 
for His body, sentient and non-sentient things and, 
by His leela or sportful activity and by His will, 
assumes, in a part or portion (aima) of Himself, the 
configuration of the world with its countless and 
varied forms consisting of things that move and 
things that do not move. Hence, by knowing Him 
(Brahman), all the rest is known. He explains, 
with the help of an example, what is seen in the 
world of everyday life, viz., that the effect is none 
other than the cause. 


Notb :—According to Visistadvaita, the world is the body of Brahman. 
It may be asked what is meant here by the body. The body 
should not be defined as the seat of movement and of the senses. 
That substance which is invariably supported and controlled by 
another and which exists to serve the purposes of that other is the 
body of that other substance. In this sense the i^orld of inani¬ 
mate matter and the souls of sentient beings are the body of the 
Supreme Lord. In Himself there is no change or modification 
(vihara ); changes and modifications occur only in His body as a 
result of; His^will. 


“In the same way as, by knowing a single lump 
of mud, my dear, all things made of mud would 
become known; in order to become fit for the 
interchange of thoughts in words, modifications and 
names are attained by inud. The truth is that they 
are all mud*’. fThe meaning of the Sruti is as 
follows):— The same substance, mud, attains 
modifications which are of the nature of varied 
configurations or states, such as pots and dishes, 
and acquires also varied names, but since all these 
states are only particular configurations of mud, it 
is only the substance, mud, that exists in these forms 
and not any other substance. “In the same way as 
by kqowing a lump of mud, its modifications like 
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dishes which are only particular configurations 
thereof become known”. This is the meaning. 

Thereafter, the son, who does not know how 
Brahman is the sole cause of the whole world, says, 
“ Revered Sir, kindly explain this to me In order 
to show that Brahman, who is omniscient and omni¬ 
potent, is alone the cause of all,l he (the father) says, 
“ This * was, at first, my dear, only 8(it, only One 
without a second 

In this passage, “ this ” refers to the world. “At 
first” means “before creation*’. By (the words) 
only Sat, (the truths that the world existed in the 
form of Sat (its cause) is brought out; even during 
creation, it is likewise in the from of Sat; but, 
before creation, the world existing as sat could not 
be distinguished by names or forms. Prom this 
explanation itself, it is clear that sat is the material 
cause (upadana karana). The word aioitiya (without 
a second) explains how Brahman alone is the 
instrumental or operative cause (nimitta karana) 
and denies the existence of any nimitta karana other 
than Brahman. 

Note In the case of the pot, mud is called the material cause and the 
potter the instrumental cause. 

The thought in his mind that the one who 
governs Cor controls^ is also the material cause 
C wpadana karana), as implied in the question put at 
the very beginning, viz-, “Did you ask about that 
Adesa by hearing of which everything else that is 
unheard of becomes heard of — this thought he now 
explains very clearly; Sat which is itself the material 
cause and the instrumental cause willed (as follows);- 

• Oh. Up. 6-1, 4. 



so 

*’I will become the many; I will be born (as the 
maiiy) Chandogya Upanishad: 6-2-3 

The Supreme Brahman Himself, who is referred 
to in the word 8a^. who is omniscient and omnipo¬ 
tent and whoso purpose is ever realised, willed to 
become the world with all its diverse and countless 
beings, sentient and non-sentient, (saying), “ I will 
become the many and, for that purpose, be born as 
the many Though He has all the objects that may 
be desired, ('He willed so^ for (His) sport. (Having 
so determined), He created from a fragment of a 
part of His, ('namely, His body which is an attribute 
of Histhe elements beginning with ether (Akasa). 
Again the same Supreme Deity denoted by the word 
Saf willed (as follows):— “Lo ! I I will enter into 
these tliree deities with my body, viz., the individual 
self and endow them with names and forms”. The 
8nifi explains, by the “ individual self which is ray 
body”, that the individual self has Brahman as its 
soul; it further shows that all non-sentient things 
(ncliit) become entities only owing to the entrance 
into them of the individual self which has Brahman 
as its soul and that only all things that are of this 
description (achif) acquire names and forms. 


Note'.---T hese ihn^e deities; - Ether, air and (ire. the three elements are 
called deities here. Water and earth are also referred to by 
implication. 

NoTii.-—Even non-sentient things have, according to Visishatadvalta, 
an element ol chit or consciousness, though it is extremely small. 

Notp: (—A fragwent of a part of His: Before creation, Brahn.an existed 
witli sentient and non-sentient things {chit and achit) in tbei^ 
subtle state, when they Could not be distinguished by names 
or forms. In creation, the substantive part ox {visishya) umsa 
or svarupa of Brahman creates, by its will, from) out of the 


t Ch. Up. 6-8,-2. 
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attributive part (wisMAana namely, His body consisting of 

subtle chit and achit, the grosser forms of animate and inanimate 
things which we now see in the world. What changes or under¬ 
goes modifications is the body or the attributive part of Brahman 
and not its svarupa or substantive part which is unchanging 
{nirvikara)* 

What has been said (so far) means this The 
individual self (Jivatma), being the body of 
Brahman, is an attribute or mode (pralara) of His 
and has Brahman as its soul, as is (deolared) in 
another sruti: “He whoso body is the self {Jivatma)'^’ 
things which have the configurations of gods, men 
and the like, being the bodies of the individual self, 
are its modes (or attributes) and for that i-eason, all 
these have Brahman as their soul. Therefore, all 
words in familiar use in the world as denoting 
(things) which are formed by the combination of the 
root (prahriti) and the termination-(alI words) such 
as god, man, Yakshas, Rakshasa, cow, deer, bird, 
tree, creeper, wood, stone, grass, pot, cloth etc., 
denote, through the things which have the respective 
configurations implied as their signification, both 
the individual self presiding over it and the Supreme 
Self which is the soul (of the individual self). 

Note i— According to Ramanuja, when we say Devadaita, we mean not 
only the bodily configurarion of Devadatta, but also the self or 
soul oi Devadatta and. likewise also, the Supreme Self who is 
the soul of Devadatta's soul (which is its body). 

Thus, the world which consists of all the 
sentient and non-sentient things has h'at as its 
material cause and Sat as its instrumental cause. 
Likewise, it has Sat as its support (adhara), and is 
governed by Sat and exists to subserve the purposes 
of Sat. All this and the like are explained at length 
in Srutis like “These * beings (prajas) .arisei,t my 
dear, from Sat their origin, have their being in 

* Chandogya Upanishad: f 



Bat and are (ultimately) absorbed into Bat" Having 
established this, by such means as the relationship 
between cause and effect, the Bruti : “Ail this has 
this (Brahman) as its soul and that alone is real 
(satyam)" points out that Brahman, being the soul 
of the whole world, is alone true. Having declared 
that He alone is the soul of the whole world and that 
the whole world is His body, the Bruti concludes 
with the application of the general truth established 
before that all things have Brahman as their soul 
to the case of a particular individual self (namely, 
Svetaketu) by saying “ That Thou art ”• Therefore, 
this mode or individual self signified by the word 
‘Thou’ is also Brahman”. What has been said 
means this When it is said “All this has this as 
its soul”, by (the phrase) ‘all this,’ the world 
consisting of sentient and non-sentient things is 
referred to and it is declared (by the Bruti) that of 
this world, this (viz., Brahman) is the soul. In 
relation to the world. Brahman is explained to be 
the soul’’. This is the meaning. 

We should consider what ('exactly) is meant by 
Brahmatmakatvam or having Brahman as its 
aima or soul. “Is it because of the relationship 
that exists between soul and body or is it identity of 
nature ? If (it is said that it is due to) identity (of 
the world and Brahman) that the qualities of 
Brahman implied at the beginning, such as ever- 
realised purpose or will, in the text, “It willed that 
It would become the many and be born’’ would 
become * contradicted (or sublated). That the 
world has Brahman as its soul owing to the relation¬ 
ship (between the two) of body and soul is understood 
specifically from another sruii, viz., “ Having 

Notb:—* contradicted bocause neither noa-sentient things nor sentient 
things in the world have inch qualities. 
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entered within as the ruler, He is the soul of ail 
persons”. From this, it is specifically understood 
that Brahman is the soul or self of all, that He is 
the soul of all persons and that everything is His 
body. fFurther^, there is another sruti which says: 
“He * who stands in the soul Cof the Jiva^ and is 
within the soul, of whom the soul is not aware, to 
whom the soul is the body and who controls the soul. 
He is thy soul, the Inner Ruler, who is immortal.” 

Here (in the present context ) also, by the phrase 
“by means of the individual self who is my body”, 
the same is meant as has already been stated. 
Therefore, since all sentient and non-sentient things 
are the body of Brahman, Brahman who has every¬ 
thing for His body and everything as His attribute 
ipraJcara) is also signified by all words* “That (art) 
Thou”— by this co-ordination, only Brahman which 
has the individual self as its body and, likewise, 
the individual self as its attribute is signified. When 
it is stated in this manner, this is understood to be 
the purportHe (i. e. the individual self) who is 
at first understood from the word “ Thou ” as the 
presiding spirit in the body is himself the body of 
the Supreme Self and the attribute of the Supreme 
Self; he is sustained by the. Supreme Self and is 
unable to exist and act apart (from the Supreme 
Self). Hence, the word ‘ Thou ’ signifies the Inner 
Ruler who has ‘thee’ as His attribute. In the 
8ruU “ I will enter through the individual self who 
is my body and endow (all things) with names and 
forms”, the individual self, who has a body of his 
own, acquires his name only by being the body of 
Brahman. 

In the co-ordination or grammatical apposition 
{SamanadMkaranya) between “That ” and ‘ Thou ’ 

* Bfhadaranyaha Vpanishad* AntaryafHi Brahmanan, 

7 
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fin That art Thou "), the two words refer only 
to Brahman* Of the two, the word ‘ That ’ signifies 
Brahman, the ultimate cause of the world, the 
treasure-house of all auspicious qualities, free from 
all imperfections and changeless. The word ‘ Thou ’ 
refers to the same Brahman who has the individual 
self, which is His body, as His attribute by being the 
Inner Ruler of the Individual self. Thus, the two 
words ‘ That.’ and ‘ Thou ’ refer to the same Brahman 
by the difference in their meanings. Brahman’s 
being free from imperfection and from all change 
(or modification), His being the treasure-house of all 
auspicious qualities and His being the cause of the 
world are not contradicted (or affected in any way> 

Kotxi— •Co-ordination or samanadhikarafiyana* Sankara bolds that 
the co-ordination in * That art Thou * means only identity or 
oneness of the Jiva and Brahman. Hamanuja contends that 
there is co-ordination or grammatical apposition only when two 
words having ditEerent meanings apply to the same thing and not 
when they signify their identity. 

Those persons who have not studied Vedanta do 
not realise that all non-sentient things and all 
individual selves have Brahman as their soul. They 
think that the signification of all words is confined 
only to the respective objects which are fonly.) a 
portion of what is expressible by them. Those who 
have studied Vedanta are, on the other hand, 
aware, as a result of their study of Vedantio texts, 
that, since all things are created out of Brahman 
and have Brahman as their Inner Ruler, they have 
Brahman as their soul and that all Avords signify 
Brahman who has all things as His (’modes or 
attributes^ (prakara). 

(It may be asked.), “ Well, if so, the signifioanoe 
of words like ‘cow’ as denoting the respective object 
(’commonly understood in ordinary lifej will be 
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affected adversely.” It is not so. When it is stated, 
“I will endow them with names and forms”, it means 
that all words are expressive of ("signify^ Brahman 
who has for His attributes chit and achit Since the 
Supreme Being, who is the primary part of the 
signification of a word, is not capable of being 
understood by such means as perception (pi atyahJia), 
laymen who use the word think that its signification 
becomes complete in what is only a part Tand that a 
secondary part^ of the signification. By the study 
of Vedanta, the knowledge of the signification 
becomes complete. Thus all words employed in the 
Veda point to their respective meanings ending with 
the Supreme Being. All words are only Vedic. 
After creating all things as before (as in previous 
creations ^ the Supreme Brahman took the words 
again and again from the Veda and employed them 
as names to denote those things, as also their 
ultimate (souU viz,, the Supreme Being. 

So says Manu 

“ He t (the Supreme Being^ created the names 
of all things, their varied activities and also their 
specific forms (samstha) from the words in the Veda”. 

The word samstha (in the sloha) means ‘ forms ’ or 
configurations. Likewise Bhagavan Parasara says 
“He, § the Supreme Being, established, at the 
beginning, the names and forms of all beings such 
as gods and all activities only from the words in 
the Vedas.” 

So also the Sruti “ The I Supreme Being 
created the sun and the moon as before ”. The 

t Manu Smriti: 1, 20. ^ 

§ Vishnu Puranam; 1, 6, 68» 

1 Taittiriya 1 CAnuvakaJ. 
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meaning is “Having created the sun and the like as 
before, he gave them also names as before”. 

In this way is explained the statement that the 
world is hone other than Brahman- Prom this, it is 
clearly understood how by knowing the Oae, all 
things become known. Since all things are the effects 
(or modifications) arising out of Brahman, they are 
real, only in so far as they have Brahman as their 
soul and in no other wa3% That is why it was said, 
“That is truth ("Reality J ” in the same way as in the 
illustrative example, all modifications arising out of 
mud are true only in so far as they are mud. 


Notei— Among the passages in the Upanishads that refer to BrahmaOi 
some are called “causation texts" [Katana Vakya)* One such 
is the passage which begins with * Sat alone, my dear, existed 
at the beginning. It ^^illcd to become many'. Other passages 
explain the nature of Brahman, who is the cause of the world. 
These are called ‘ clarifying texts * {sodhaka vakya). An instance 
of this is the text in the Taittiriya Upanishad which describes 
Brahman as Realityi Consciousness and Infiniteoess. 


Hitherto, Ramanuja has been discussing the real significance of 
the ' causation texts '• He now proceeds to examine, in the same 
way, the real import of the clarifying texts. 


The clarifying texts also make the nature of the 
Supreme Brahman clear (by describing Him ) as free 
from faults (or imperfections^ and as the treasure- 
house of all good qualities. 

Even if the words ("truth, consciousness and 
infiniteness) are understood as signifying the opposite 
of all (those) qualities, since difference, attribute, 
or particularity cannot be avoided in deciding 
the oppositeness to the respective quality, a thing 
which has no difference or partionlarity (bheda) 
pannot be proved as eidsting. 
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Notbi—F rom now on, Ramanuja seeks to show that Urahman which 
is stated by Advaitins to be without any attribute, difference or 
particularity {hheda) cannot be proved to exist as such* 

Notes:— The words Ramanuja has in mind and does not state 
are those in the clarifying passage, Brahman is Truth (satyam) 
(Reality), consciousness (7nana^ and infiniteness (anantam^ 
in the Taittiriya Upanishad* What di these words mean? 
Advaitins who deny difference, particularity or any positive 
attribute in Brahman explain the words thus. Brahman is said 
to be Truth or Reality, It means that Brahman is other than 
the untrue or unreal. Brahman is the non-existence of unreality, 
When Brahman is said to be Jnana, the meaning is that it is 
other than the unconscious. Infiniteness means the opposite of 
finiteness or non-existence of finiteiiess. These three w'ords do 
not, according to them, mean three different qualities or even 
three different aspects of Brahman. They refer only to the non¬ 
existence of three things and therefore signify only the same 
unity. The absence of a pot, the absence of a cloth, the 
absence of a dish and so on, do not signify three or more positive 
entities but only a single unity, Ramanuja presumes that the 
reader knows the Srufi and the meaning given to the passage 
by Advaitins and proceeds to criticise their interpretation. 

Advaitins say that these three words, “Truth, consciousness and 
infiniteness should not be interpreted as three different 
qualities relating to Brahman. Their reason is that if there are 
three different adjectives or attributes to a substantive, they 
would mean three different objects possessing these respective 
qualities. They cite, as an example, the phrase '•the cow with 
broken horns, without horns and with horns intact*'• These 
three attributes would imply three different cows and not a single 
cow. So also, if truth, consciousness and iniiniteness are 
taken as three positive attributes of Brahman, the unity of 
Brahman would be impossible. Ramanuja’s answer to this 
objection is as followsi It is only if the three attributes are 
opposed to one another, as in the example cited by the Advaitins, 
that the substantive will have to be three entities. But, if there 
is no mutual incompatibility among the attributes, the unify 
would not be affected. For example, if it is said '‘The young, 
dark-complexioned, red eyed Devadatta", the single Devadatta 
may have all the three attributes, as they do not contradict one 
another, 


The Advaitins might raise the following objec¬ 
tion;- Well, when it is declared that Brs^man is 
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mere knowledge (or consciousness), the oonolusion 
is inevitable that it has no attributes or particulari¬ 
ties like knowledge, (It cannot therefore be stated 
that Brahman who is knowledge possesses knowledge 
as a quality. How can knowledge, which is Brahman, 
be said to possess knowledge as an attribute?). 

(This objection does not hold good). Words 
denoting attributes and which distinguish an object 
signify also the object through the attributes 
(as is seen in words like ‘cow’. So, the author 
of the Sutras says: “ Since * it possesses that 

quality as its essence {viz. knowledge), it fthe 
Atman) is called by that name as in the case of the 
Praji.a." Since Brahman who is referred to as 
*Praj'ua,' (the wise one), Brahman, the wise. He 
who knows all and sees all, the one who knows all 
is alone called “ Truth, knowledge and infiniteness ”, 
because He has knowledge as His essential quality. 
The Sutrakara says also, “This is + not improper 
as (the quality in question) lasts as long as the self 
exists ”, By the attribute * knowledge ’, Brahman’s 
nature is also indicated. It does not mean that 
Brahman is mere knowledge (without the attribute 
of knowing). If it is asked, “ How is this learnt? ”, 
the answer is that it is learnt from hundreds of Vedic 
texts like the following“ He who ‘ knows all and 
sees whatever is in all ” and such others as indicate 
Brahman as the knower, “His ® might is declared to 
be supreme and varied and His knowledge, strength 
and action are natural to him;” “By ® what moans 
can one know the knower?”. Since knowledge is 

* Brahma Sutras: 2-3-29. 

t Brahma Sutras: 2-3-30. 

‘ Mundaka Upanishad: 1-1-9. 

* Svetasvatara Upanishad; 6-8. 

^ Brihadaranyaka Upanishad: 4-4-14. 
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only an attribute, it cannot be proved to be also a 
thing. Therefore the words truth, knowledge and 
infiniteness denote only Brahman who is qualified 
by attributes like knowledge signified by these words. 


Note :—Prajna (or Brahman) is called ananda or bliss because bliss is an 
essential attribute of His, 


The meaning of Samanadhikaranyam or co-ordination 
as in Tat Tvam Asi (That Thou Art.) 

Noto:—(So far Ramanuja has been arguing that the Srutis give plenty 
of evidence for a Brahman with attributes, a Brahman that 
known and not a Brahman without any attribute^, a Brahman 
that is mere consciousness which is conscious of nothing, He 
now points out that grammatical co-ordination or apposition 
(samanadhikaranya) as understood by grammarians agrees only 
with his interpretation of Tat Tvam Asi " That Thou Art 
as given on page 54 and that the Advaitic interpretation is 
unwarranted). 

' If it is said that, in '‘That Thou art", the two 
words, That and ‘Thou’ lose their primary meaning 
and declare only the pure object Cwithout any 
adjuncts or attributes), there will also be the fault 
of ignoring the primary (or direct) meanings. 
The Advaitin might say, ‘ Since the aim of the sen¬ 
tences is only to show that the two are one, the indi¬ 
rect interpretation or (figurative interpretation) of 
the word (fa^s/jarta) is no fault. For example, in the 
statement “This is that Devadatta”, the word “that" 
denotes Devadatta related to a particular place and 
a particular time and the word ‘this’ Devadatta 
related to a place close by and the present time; 
the unity or oneness of Devadatta is thereby indi- 
catedr Here, it is impossible that the same (person) 
should simultaneously appear to be related to places 



and times opposed to one another. Therefore the 
two words establish only the mere object “Devadatta" 
and its oneness. But this argument of the 
Advaitin cannot be accepted. Even in the state¬ 
ment, “This is that Davadatta”, there is no trace 
of indirect signification (lakshana), as there is no 
objection to the (primary and) direct meaning being 
taken. There is no inconsistency in the same object 
for person^ being related to two actions, one in the 
past and another in the present. In the decalaration 
that the object which is related to a past action 
and to a present is only one, there is no absurdity 
(or objection^, as the object’s existence in another 
place was in the past and its existence in the 
immediate neighbourhood is in the present. The 
opposition betwen the past and the present is removed 
by the difference in the time. Even if indirect 
signification is admitted to exist, the opposition 
is removed by the indirect signification being taken 
of one only (of the two words). But, we maintain 
that there is no indirect signification at all (in it), 
since what was connected with one place in the 
past may. without any contradiction, be connected 
with a different place at present. In the same 
manner, here also, it has been pointed out that 
there is no contradiction (or inconsistency^ in the 
Supreme Brahman, who is the cause of the world, 
being also the soul of the Jiva or the individual self 
as his inner ruler. By grammatical co-ordination 
is understood only the identity of two things with 
their respective attributes as they are, and not bare 
identity which is arrived at by ignoring them ( 
the attributes). Those who know the meaning erf 
grammatical co-ordination declare that it exists, 
when words expressive of different meanings apply to 
the same object* It is this kind of identity that is 
proved by us. 
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^totc:—When we say " the Emperor Asoka *\ there is grammatical co* 
ordination or apposition between the words 'Emperor* and 
• Asoka The two words have different meanings, “ the one who 
was an Emperor *' and the one whose name was Asoka. These 
two attributes meet in the same individual, when there is 
grammatical co-ordination {samanadhiharanya). 


Further, it is not proper to determine the purport 
ofithe sentence occurring at the end (of the context) in 
a manner different from (or opposed to) what is 
said at the beginning. For, at the beginning by 
Cthetext), “It willed to become many”, and other 
texts. Brahman's will being ever realised and THis) 
being the sole cause of the world are declared* 
And opposed to this is fthe doctrine) that Brahman 
is the seat of Avidya (or nescience or ignoranoe)^ 


Note;—Advaitins hold the view that Brahmau is pure consciousness 
without any difference or particularity or attribute and that it 
sees the manifold world appearing illusorily over itself owing 
to its contact with avidya. 


Moreover, sdbda, verbal testimony (Srufi), 
obtains its validity as the result of words signifying 
different meanings and of sentences signifying the 
relation between these meanings. Therefore flaJdet 
or {8ruU) is incapable of signifying objects with¬ 
out differences for particularities) and cannot be 
the authority for the existence of an object 
without particularities (nirvisesha vasfu). Words 
like ‘without partioularities’ signify an object 
understood as qualified by some (attribute) or parti¬ 
cularity as being without particularities understood 
as existing in other objects. Otherwise, they can 
signify nothing. Words which are constituted of 
roots and terminations (prakriti and pratyaya) imply 
through them many particularities or attributes and. 
much truer is this of sentences, as they signify the 
connection existing among more words than one. ' 
8 
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KdW;—Among the sources of valid knowledge {pramana), the following 
are important;—Sense perception (pratyaksha), inference 
(anumana), and sabda (verbal testimony) (i. e.) the words of 
one whose reliability is unquestioned. Advaitins who speak of 
Brahman as something without particularities or attributes rely 
on the authority of sabda or Stuti which they consider superior 
to sense perception in its validity. This explains the relevancy 
of Ramanuja's argument given above. 

It might be (said by the Advaitins). “We do not 
say that sabda, verbal testimony or Scripture, is the 
authority for the existence of a self-luminous thing 
which has no particularities. A thing whose exis¬ 
tence is self-established {svatas siddha) does not 
require any (proof or) authority. By all the texts 
(in the Srutis), all attributes or particularities that 
appear illusorily on Brahman, such as being a 
knower, are denied. When all particularities dis¬ 
appear, the thing in itself (Brahman) unrelated (to 
any attribute) and self-luminous stands by itself”. 

But this cannot be. By what word is this thing 
(Brahman) indicated when its (attributes ) or parti¬ 
cularities are denied?. If it is said ‘By the word 
Jnapti or knowledge’, it cannot stand (to reason). 
That Cword), too, relates to a thing with particulari¬ 
ties or attributes as particularities are denoted by 
the base and the termination (prabriti and pratyaya), 
("The root) Jtia means “to know”. It implies an object 
Cthat is known) and a subject or agent (that knows) 
and denotes also a special kind of action (hriya) 
which has the particularity of distinguishing it (or 
marking it off) from other actions. By the termi¬ 
nation. the gender, the number (singular, dual or 
plural) and the like are indicated. If these parti¬ 
cularities given above are ignored, the self-luminous 
nature of Brahman cannot be proved, for it is by its 
power of illuminating other things that the self¬ 
luminosity of Jnapti (Brahman) is established. 
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Note;—We infer that a thing is self-luminous from the fact of its being the 
cause of illuminating other things by its relation to them. 'Illu¬ 
minating' means making them fit to be talked about- 

Furthermore, if the whole of Brahman shines for 
ever, and by itself, no false super-imposition of illu¬ 
sory attributes would be possible in it. While the 
nature of the rope shines C as such no illusory attri¬ 
butes can be superimposed on it. That is just the 
reason why you postulate an avidya Cignoranoe or 
nescience) which conceals or obscures CBrahman); 
hence, that phase (amsa) of Brahman which has been 
obscured is the scope (or aim^ of the corrective or 
rectifying knowledge found in the scripture. Other¬ 
wise. there would be no manifestation of corrective 
power in it. The fillusion^ of ‘serpentness’ dis¬ 
appears when the ‘ropeness’ which is other than the 
rope (and is in the rope^, shines. If a single attri¬ 
bute or particularity (visesha) viz., its being capable 
of being obscured or concealed is expressed in sabcUt 
or verbal testimony CSruti), then it would become 
possible for Brahman to be qualified by all the attri¬ 
butes assigned to it in all the texts of the Veda. So, 
to those who feel bound by the authority of the pro- 
manas (valid sources of knowledge ), there is no proctf 
of any kind for the existence of the thing without 
particularities or attributes. 

Note ;—Adhyasa or superimposition occurs when, on seeing a rope lying on 
the ground, the illusion that it is a serpent occurs owing to some 
resemblances between the rope add the serpent. The serpent or 
'serpentness* u said to be falsely imposed on the rope« 

Note:—Advaitins hold that Brahman is the only reality and that the 
world of sentient and not-sentient things is an illusion or (adhyasa) 
8 uper*imposed on Brahman' owing to the obscuration } 

about by avidya. If this avidya or ignorance is removed or ^ 
dispelled by the Corrective knowledge afforded by the kdstfks, 
avidya and its obscuration do bot hxist and Brahman shines 
alone. Re^inuja asks, *' Is it your view ihat the trholeof 
Brahman, which is sclMuminoue. it ebneegti^ anfjfyg Or only 
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a part of it ? If you say ‘ the whole of it it would then mean 
that Brahman ceases to exist. If yon hold that a part of it is 
obscured and the rest shines, then Brahman must be considered 
to have parts (or avayava) and this would mean Brahman with 
particularities like parts {savisesha). If Brahman shines 
always, then there would be no possibility of illusory appearan. 
ces. When the rope is seen as such, no one would mistake 
it for,a serpent. 

Note;—Advaitins maintain that there are three orders or degrees of 
reality. When a rope is mistaken for a serpent, the mind or 
{antahkaiafia) projects for the time being an external serpent 
which is later sublated. This they call pratibhasika satya. The 
world is itself a similar projection but it will last until the end of 
the cosmic process. This they cali vyavahatika satyaj In mukti^ 
the world disappears and only Brahman shines alone and without 
a second ; the reality of Brahman is paramafthika satya» 

Even in indeterminate perception (nirvikalpaka 
pratyaksha), the object ( always ) appears as possessed 
of attributes. Otherwise, in the determinate 
perception {_savikalpala pratyaksha) (that follows^, 
an object would not appear to be that which was 
seen before when we say^ ‘‘This is that.” 

‘Oowness’ Cor the distinctive nature of the cow^ has 
the character of a specific or special configuration 
of the object. Therefore, even at the time of 
indeterminate perception, the object possessing 
that configuration appears to us as “of this form.” 
In the seoond and other later appearances of the 
objeot, the same configuration appears to exist 
also in many other objects. What is peculiar to 
the second and later perceptions is that the 
feature which is characterised by the configuration 
is seen to persist in more objects than one and 
so is an attribute of more objects than one. 
Therefore, the second and other perceptions are 
called determinate perceptions. 

Note:r-So far Ramanuja stated that verbal testimony or scripture 
does not support the existence of an object without attributes. 

. He now states that the existence of such an object not evidei;** 

. - ped by perception {pfatyakshm). 
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For the same reason (viz) that, even in in¬ 
determinate perception, the object is perceived 
only with its attributes, the Bhedabheda view 
Cheld by Bhaskara and Yadavaprakasa) that the 
same object has a two-fold nature, being both 
different and non-different Cfrom others) stands 
refuted. The configuration (samstJiana) is an 
attribute (prakara) of the object possessing the 
configuration (or outline^ and is therefore a 
different entity from the prakarin or object which 
has the attribute. But, since it is an essential 
or inseparable attribute, it cannot stand apart 
from the object and is also incapable of being 
perceived separately. From these two causes, 
the object should not be considered as being two¬ 
fold in nature {bhinn'xhhmm). 

Notb: —All along the author has been criticising the doctrines oi 
Advaitins, In this paragraph, he points out that his refutation 
ol the doctrine of indeterminate perception held by Advaitins is 
enough also to disprove the main doctrine of the Bhtdahheda 
thinkers, 

Noth:— Advaitins hold that, in the first or indeterminate perception, 
the attributes of an object are not perceived. The perception is 
only ol the nature of an *i8* without any distinguishing feature 
or attribute. They maintain that the perception is only ol asii 
or existence and that the particularity such as pot, cloth# etc., 
is illusory. 

Noth Bhaskara and Yadavaprakasa reason as lollovos;—*Experience 
shows that all objects are perceived both as different and as non* 
different. The cow appears different from the horse^ but in as 
much as both are beasts, they are also non-different. Therefore 
both cows and horses are different and not different. Again 
between the material cause and the effect (what is made out of it), 
there is both difference and non^difference. The pot appears 
different from the mud. but we also say that the pot is mud. 
The two are equated and this would be possible only if there were 
no difference. 

I^OTjB.^rrThey argue further --It Is not,possible to perceive the individual, 
without, at the same time, perceiving the genus (jati), to which 
it belongs. The two ars always sden together. So^ there is 
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both difference and non~difierence between an individual bbject 
[vyahii) and the genus {jaii ) to which it belongs. Further, the 
same word denotes both the individual f vyakti) and the genus 
{jati ). When we say ‘‘the cow*', it refers to the cow with horns, 
the cow without horns, and the cow with broken horns, while it 
denotes also the genus 'cow*. So* the individual and the genus are 
both different and non-different. 

Ramanuja's answer is that because^the same word expresses both 
the individual and the genus, it does not follow that there is no 
difference between them. It only shows that the genus or 
configuration {samsthana) is an attribucc inseparable from the 
individual (vyakti) and not that the attribute is the same as the 
object possessing the attribute. 


Resumption of the arguments against Advaita. 

Again, he who maintaines the existence of an 
object without attributes CBrahman^ and says 
that all illusory appearances which conceal the 
self-luminous object (Brahman^ are rejected ('as 
false) by all the texts of the Veda, should state 
what these texts are that reject them. They 
might quote the 8ruii * ‘‘Modification and name 
like ‘pot’ and ‘dish’ are only for the purpose of 
speech, the mud alone is real", and say that, since 
modification and name are only in speech, the 
mere substance that is seen there as the material 
cause—that alone is true (real) and the rest are 
untrue funreaU. If it is said that this is what 
the Vedio text Says, it cannot be considered as 
convincing. When it is declared that when One 
is known, all become known,” Svetaketu does not 
think it possible that, by knowing one thing, 
another thing could be known, (It is to explain 
to him how this is possible that the guru answers). 
If the same substance exists in varied hut real 
Candtrue^ states, owing to specific mbdifioations 
and the like, when one thing is known, tkodgb 
^ Ohand. Up, 6-1-4- j r . ' li 



it has acquired configurations different from iti 
it renjains the same substance and may therefore 
be stated to be known as well. It is to explain 
this that the example (of the raud^ is employed. 
In this passage, there is no word at all denying 
any attribute. *Vac}iaramb}tanain:- vacha - by speech 
or for a purpose, arabhyate is ammhhanam. Mud 
which exists in the form of a lump has a certain 
name and a certain usefulness. The same mud, 
when it exists in the state of pot, dish and 
the like, has different names and different uses. 
In spite of this, the substance, mud, is the 
same in all. By different configurations and diffe¬ 
rent names, mud is touched for different purposes (or 
uses^. Therefore, this alone is the true Cmeaning^. 
By this illustration), the possibility of knowing one 
thing by knowing another is brought out. No 
attribute or (particularity^ of any kind has been 
rejected or ("denied^ here. This has already been 
explained at length. 

Besides, if, by passages like, “By hearing of 
which, what is unheard of becomes heard”, it is 
declared that everything except Brahman is illusory, 
then the illustrative example like “just as, my dear, 
by one lump of mud" will be of no use. because the 
illusoriness of modifications, pot, dish and the like, 
is not, like the illusion of the serpent in the rope, 
previously known to Svetakotu, the disciple, either 
by reason or by any other valid source of know¬ 
ledge. If it is said fby the Advaitins) that even 
the illusoriness of pot, dish and the like is sought 
to be proved thereby, the introduction (of them^ 
as examples by the use of the word “just as” would 
be improper Cfor it would be proper only on the 
assumption that Svetaketu was already aware of itj^. 
' • €hand. Up, 6-1-4. 
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Ckinds of^ power is not inconceivable. So. the 
phrase “without a second” denies the existence of 
any other instrumental cause or agent. It is only 
because Brahman is omnipotent that some Vedio 
passages first declare Him to be the material 
cause and then state that He is also the instru¬ 
mental cause or agent as this 8ruti does. Other 
Vedio passages, having first admitted Brahman’s 
being the instrumental cause, ask how he could 
(at the same time ) be the material cause and the 
like. They answer (the question) by saying that, 
owing to his possession of all forms of power, 
Brahman can be the material cause and also 
other accessory aids (required for the production 
of the effect). (Consider) this text * “O Sages., with 
what trees did He build up the sky and the 
earth? Where was the forest from which 
the trees were brought? Does it not support 
the world and remain as its controller? Is it this 
question that you ask? Brahman is the forest. 
Brahman is the tree (timber) for the construction 
of the sky and the earth. I tell you, in reply, 
that He supports the world and controls it.” Here 
having raised a possible objection from what is 
commonly seen, the objection is removed on the 
ground of Brahman’s being different from all else. 
So also in the passage, “This, my dear, existed 
only as sat," many attributes or particular features 
(Viseshas) like ‘at first’ are indicated. There is not 
a single word expressive of denial of attributes, 
which Advaitins favour. On the other hand, to 
explain the causal relation between Brahman and 
the world, the Srutis indicate thousands of 
attributes (or particular features), unknown before, 
like the existense of a particular time, as in the 

“Ashtakall, Prasna VIII, Anuvaka VII, Pan.VIII. 

9 



70 


Words ‘at first,’ a speoifio kind of action as in the 
word “was”, Brahman's being both the material 
oause and the instrumental cause and so also, 
by the answer to the objection that the instru¬ 
mental oause is (usually^ different from the material 
oause, Brahman’s possession of omnipotence. 

It is because this ( passage^ aims at explaining 
the truth or CrealityJ of the causal relationship 
existing between Brahman and the world, that 
the view that the effect arises without a cause 
{asat Jiarya vada) is refuted in the passage beginning 
with “This, at first, was non‘-existent.” The question 
follows, “How could this be ‘*so, my dear?” The 
meaning is “The origin of a thing from that 
which did not exist before is impossible, as there 
would be no basis or sub-strate.” The same is 
explained again in “How could a thing that 
really exists arise from something that has no 
real existence?”. What arises from a thing that 
does not really exist must also be unreal, in the 
same way as a thing that is made of mud has 
the qualities of mud. This is the meaning. The 
words, ‘origin from saf, mean the association (of 
sat) with a special state or condition which 
renders it fit for certain speoifio purposes {vyavahara). 

What has been said (so far ) comes to this- The 
same substance which, at first, was the cause, and 
later became associated with a different state or 
condition-the same substance is said to be the effect • 
The truth that is sought to be explained (in the con¬ 
text of sadvidya is that, by knowing one fthing^, all 
("things^ become known. This would be impossible on 
the view that the effect did not exist before fin the 
caused asat Icaraya vada and for the following reason:- 

‘ Ghand-Up. 6—2—1. * Chand-Up. 6—2—2. 
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The asat Jcarya vadins (the VaiseshiJeas) state that 
there are three kinds of causes: the instrumental cause 
{Nimitta larana), the material cause {samavayi Jearana^ 
and (asamamyi Icarana) the action which produces 
the effect or result. Prom these three, they say that 
a new substance dravya with the name of a eomposite 
or a whole consisting of parts {avayacam) is produced 
as effect. It would follow (on this view) that the 
effect is different from the cause. If so, by a know¬ 
ledge of the cause, a knowledge of the effect could 
not result. CThe VaiseshiJeas) might ask, “How can 
you deny that the effect which is a composite or 
whole consisting of parts is a new substance?". The 
answer is fas follows^ “That the effect is a new 
substance is denied on two grounds. What you 
call a new substance is the same substance which 
has acquired a new state or condition. The same 
substance, having acquired a new* state or condi¬ 
tion, is called by a new name and serves a different 
purpose. There is no need to postulate a new 
substance, as we do not see a new substance. 
Therefore, it has been stated that the cause it¬ 
self is called an effect, when it has acquired a new 
state or condition.” 


Note: —The Vaiseshiktis argue as follows;- When a pot has to be 
produced as an effect, three kinds of causes or antecedents are 
necessary;— (i} tlie potter, his wheel, stick, etc. These are 
called nimitta karana or instrumental cause. (2) mud. the 
material cause or ( samavayi karana) and (3) the action 
(asamavayi karana) by which the potsherds unite to become 
the pot. They hold that the final result or karya is different as 
substance from the mud as well as the potsherds. 

Notb The relevancy of Ramanuja’s argument in the paragraph given 
above may not be clear at first sight. He maintains that the 
Vedic text, *'This, my dear, had. at first, no existence" states 
the view of the Vaiseshikas that the effect, namely, the world, 
had no previous existence and that, in the process of creation, 
Iswara created it anew. Ramauuia states that the t^utation of 
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thii view which follows in the Sruti shows that the whole context 
is a statement of the doctrine of asatkrya vada held by tht 
Vaisishikas rnd a refutation of it by the Sruti itself. 

Notb :—Sankara, on the other hand, is of opinion that the passage in 
question is a statement of Ihe doctrine of the Madhyamika school 
of Buddhists. They iiiaiiitain that whatever exists is only 
momentary (kshanika) and do not accept the view of the Advaitins 
that sat is the Reality which is eternal and that all momentary 
or other illusory appearances cannot occur unless there is a perma* 
nent and real substrate. Advaitins think that, without a real 
and permanent substrate like rope, no illusion such as of serpent 
can take place. So, Sankara and his followers consider that the 
Sruti ifi here refuting not the Vaiseshikas, (as Ramanuja thinks), 
but the Madhyamikas^ who deny the existence of any permanent 
or eternal reality such as Brahman, All this knowledge is 
presumed as known for the discussion which follows ia the text of 
Vgdarthasangraha • 


The Advaitin might here object and say:- The 
Sruti here refutes asatlaryavada or the doctrine 
that the effect did not exist before in the cause 
(or as the cause), in order to show that no illusion 
can take place without a substrate or basis. For, 
so it is. The single Reality ('Brahman), which is 
consciousness, when shadowed by avidya (ignorance 
or nescience), is illusorily seen as the world. 
This avidya requires, for its association or shadowing, 
some thing that is real as the ultimate cause. 
This view must be accepted and (it would follow 
therefrom^ that the passage in question refutes 
the view that there is no such ultimate and real 
cause as Brahman. This objection of the Advaitins 
is not valid. The proposition that, by the know¬ 
ledge of one, all things become known and the 
illustrative example of mud show that the aim 
(of this context, sadvidya) is to prove satJearyavada 
{i. e.) that the effect existed before as the cause 
and does not arise as a new substance. Further, 
it is not possible, on the view of Advaitins, to 
refute the Madhyamika doctrine that no permanent 



substrate or basis is ueoessary for the ooourrenoe 
of an illusion. He who holds that the defect in 
a conscious being is real and that this defect is 
associated with some thing that is also real—for 
him, illusory appearances like the city of the^ 
Gandarvas, mirage etc, are easy to explain. But, 
he who considers that the defect (in perception) 
is unreal and that the mind which has this 
defect is also unreal, may well admit that, even 
when the substrate or basis is unreal, illusions 
might take place. Therefore, in the Advaitic system, 
it is impossible to disprove the occurrence of 
illusions without a (real or permanent) substrate. 
In the clarificatory passages also, like “Brahman 
is the true, the conscious, the infinite” and *“Brahman 
is bliss {ananda)," it has already been pointed out 
that only a Brahman with all manner of attributes 
is referred to, since the purport of grammatical 
apposition (samanadliikaranya) is not opposed to 
the indication of a single object qualified by more 
attributes than one. 

(The Advaitin^ might say:- In the text “Then 
( comes^ the instruction not so, not so. j neti)," 
there is a repeated denial Cof the world). CWeask^: 
What is denied‘here must be stated. TheAdvaitin 
might reply:- I “Brahman has two forms, tangible 
and intangible” *' The world of two kinds—that with 
(a visible material form Clike earth and water^ 
and that with an finvisible^ intangible form 
like air, ether, etc.) is all denied here 
as existing". (We answer), “Having explained 
what was previously not known as His form vie,, 
that the world is the form of Brahman, it would 
be improper (for the Bruti, immediately afterwards, to 
deny it fas existing). “Better not to touch mire 
* Taittiriya Br. 0. tBr-Up 4-0-6. tBr-Up 4-3-6. 
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at all than to wash it off after getting smeared 
with it” says the proverb. What, then, it might 
be asked, is the meaning of the negative sentence? 
The author of the Brahma Sutras has himself 
stated the meaning (in 3—2—21). “The denial 
is only of the possibility of limiting Brahman’s 
nature to the two forms stated before in the context. 
Therefore, the Sruti, after this denial of limitation 
in two forms, proceeds again to state fa number 
of Brahman’s qualities^. Immediately after the 
sentence neti neti, the Sniti says, '“His name is 
the True of the True, the individual souls are true and 
He ('Brahman^ is the True, more true than they”. 
Since, in this way a number of attributes are 
declared of Brahman, it is only the. limiting of 
Brahman to what has boon already stated that is 
objected to (and not attributes). This is the 
meaning of the Sutra. 

The Advaitin might say {neha vanasti HncJiana). 
““There is no such thing as plurality (or the 
manifold^ here. In this and other Vedic sentences, 
the denial of plurality alone is seen.” If it is 
stated so, we answer:— ““Here also, immediately 
afterwards, the Sruti says, “He has all under 
His power. He rules over all.’' This brings out 
Brahman’s irresistible will and lordship over all. 
The passage in question therefore means, “Iswara 
has all things, sentient and non-sentient as his 
body and is seen in all modes for prakaras). He 
is the Lord of all.” What is denied here is the 
existence of anything other than those that have 
Brahman as their soul and not the plurality that 
Advaitins have in mind. This is the real meaning 

* Br. Up. 4-8-6. 

* Br. Up. ft-4-19. 

Br. Up. 6-4—22. 


s 
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of all such SrutiS’ Therefore, nowhere do we find 
any Sruii which denies Brahman’s being qualified 
with attributes. 

Here ends the argument that the doctrine of 
Brahman’s association with ignorance is against 
the spirit of the Srutis. 


The argument 

that Brahman’s association with ignorance is also 
against reason. 

Further, the contention of the Advaitins that 
Brahman is pure consciousness without any attri¬ 
butes (or particularising features) and chat, its real 
nature being concealed by aoidija (ignorance or 
nescience), Brahman sees plurality imposed on it 
(illusorily), this contention is untenable. Conceal¬ 
ment means obstruction to luminosity. You do not 
admit that Brahman, which is consciousness (light 
or luminosity,) has any attribufe called luminosity 
other than itself. If (you say^ that there is obstruc¬ 
tion or concealment of luminosity which is (Brahman), 
it would mean that Brahman itself ceases to exist. 
To say that consciousness (Brahman^, which is a 
synonym for luminosity, is eternal and, at the same 
time, to say that this luminosity is concealed by 
avidya is childish, (because it would be making 
contradictory statements.^. When it is said that 
luminosity is concealed by avidya, it should mean 
(one of two things)—obstruction to the origination 
(utpatti) of luminosity or (obscuration or) destruction 
of already existing luminosity. Since (it is held^ 
that luminosity is not a thing which has been newly 
created, it would follow that luminosity already 
existing perishes. (How then could it be said to be 
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eternal?). If, on the other hand, it is maintained that 
luminosity is eternal and unchanging, nothing could 
be said to be concealed in Brahman by avidya, even 
though the latter exists. To say that, owing to avidya, 
Brahman suffers obscuration and sees plurality is 
inconsistent. This position of the Advaitin is indeed 
inexpressible, anirvachaniya, (not worth putting 
forward) in the presence of thinking men. 

Notb:—A dvaitins say that ai/irfyj is neither an existent like Brahman 
nor a non-existent like the flower in the sky, but a 
thing .that has an inexplicable or inexpressible {anirvachaniya) 
existence* Ramanuja uses the word here in a diflerent 
sense, meaning that their position is indeed indefensible. 

But, sir, the Advaitin might say, “You have 
also to postulate a self whose nature is knowledge 
or consciousness and state that this consciousness 
is self-luminous. When this self imagines that it 
is a god and the like, it will have to be admitted 
(by you also) that this self-luminosity undergoes 
obscuration, for if there is self-luminosity, it would 
be impossible to imagine the super-imposition on 
itself of any other form flike that of god, man and 
the likej. Therefore, the untenability that you have 
pointed out in our doctrine is common to you also. 
Furthermore, the untenability pointed out by you 
against us is only in relation to a single self (viz.. 
Brahman), whereas, since you postulate an infinity 
of souls (the jivatmai or individual souls), this untena¬ 
bility will, in your case, have to be disproved in all 
of them”. 

To this we reply, “There is nothing difficult 
for us to prove since we believe that the aim 
of Vedanta is a knowledge of God or Brahman, 
that Brahman is, by nature, free from all imper¬ 
fections, that He is solely of the nature of knowledge 
and bliss, that He is the abode, by nature, of bound- 
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lesSi unsurpassed, and innumerable noble qualities^ 
that Brahman has two regions of magnifioenoe 
(vibhuti), th&t of these two, one (nitya vibhuti)in 
infinite and untouched by the modifications or 
changes due to time which is the accessory {nimitta) 
cause of all modifications like the origin, conti¬ 
nuance and perishing of all material things, 
{PraTirita)-timQ which is subject to modifications 
like nimesha, Tiaslda, hala, muhurtlia and other mea¬ 
sures extending up to yarardha, that the other region 
of magnifioenoe (Ula vibhuti) consists of infinite 
sentient beings, bound and free {baddha and mukia), 
who are parts of Himself and, likewise, of all non¬ 
sen tient things which are subject to infinite, wonder¬ 
ful and varied changes and which form the objects 
of enjoyment for the sentient beings, that Brahman 
has all these as accessories for His sportful 
activity (Lila); and that by being the inner ruler or 
controller within them. He has all things as His 
body and as His modes or attributes. We believe 
also that the sources of our knowledge are the Vedas, 
Rik, Yajus, Saman, and Atharvan, which are true 
and consist of endless branches (sakhd) and have come 
down to us in a continuous oral tradition without 
beginning and without end and that these Vedas find 
their elucidation and elaboration ( Upabrahmanam) in 
the Purc>9ias and Dbarmasastras, which are themselves 
based on the Vedas with their three parts, injunctions 
(vidhi), explanations (arthavada) and hymns (mantra) 
and which were composed by many sages capable 
of realising Brahman—sages like Bhagavan Dvai- 
payana CVyasa), Parasara, Valmiki, Manu, Yagna- 
valkya, Goutama, and Apastamba. For instance, 
it has been said by Bhagavan Dvaipayana in the 
MahabTia/rato, “He who knows that I have no birth, 
that I am always free from birth and that I am the 
Supreme Ruler of the world ("he will be made pure of 
10 



all sins)”. Bhagamd Oita Chapter 10, slohi 3. “In this 
world there are two kinds of purushas or Jivas - hhara 
and akshara. Kshara is the class of Jivas bound to 
Bamsara. AJcshara is the class of released souls (freed 
from bondage). “There is a third kind of purusha, 
who is different Cfrom these two) and who is called 
Paramatma fthe Supreme Self^ (in the Bruits). He 
has entered into the three lohas and supports them as 
their eternal Ruler”. Bhagaoad Gita Chapter 15, 
BloJcas 16, & 17. 

NoTB ‘ LoAas- The word here does not mean 'worlds*, but those 
that are known by the am anas as existing (i. e«) matter (the 
non-sentient) and sentient beings who are either bound to 
samsara or released from it, 

“Time (which changes all things here) is itself 
worn out there (in nitya oibkuti) (or the transcen¬ 
dental world of Brahman ) and has no control at all 
there”. Mahabharata: Bantiparva 196-9. 

“Compared to that ('transcendental world of 
Brahman), these things (that we see) here are 
hells.” Bantiparva 198-6. “All this of the name of 
kshara from avyakta to visesha, which are subject 
to change is for the sport of Hari.” Bantiparva 206-68. 

‘‘Krishna is indeed the origin of the worlds 
and, likewise, of their dissolution. This universe 
with all moving and non-moving things exists for 
Krishna.” The phrase “for Krishna” means that 
everything is for ("the fulfilment of) His purposes. 

And Bhagavan Parasara says:- 

“The word ‘Bhagavan’ denotes, 0 Maitreya, 
the Supreme Brahman, who is ever pure, for whom 
exist the two (great) vihhutis and who is the 
CfinaU cause of all causes.” Vishnu Puranam 

6, 6, 72. 
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Jnana * ( wisdom), power, strength, lordship, 
prcywess, splendour — these are, without any excep¬ 
tion, expressed by the word “Bhagavan” without any 
imperfections whatsoever.” Vishnupuranam 6-6-79 

0 Maitreya, this great word “Bhagavan” 
refers only to Vasudeva, who is the Supreme 
Brahman”. Vishnupuranam 6-1-76. 

‘To Him, this word is applicable both in its 
etymological sense {yoga) and in its conventional 
acceptance (roodi) and not for mere courtesy. 
To others fit is applicable only^ for courtesy’s sake”. 
Vishnu Pur ana • (6-5-77), “That supreme goal 
(parama padam) which goes by the name of Vishnu 
has these attributes (of released souls.)and is ever 
the antithesis of all that is impure; it is eternal, all 
pervasive, imperishable and free from all 
inperfections”. Vishnu Puranam: 1, 22, 63. 

“Time which has such modifications as Jcala 
and mulmrtlmm is not the cause of any modifi. 
cation in His transcendental world nitya vibhuti", 
Vishmi Puranam 4, 6, 84. 

“Behold his activities which are like those of a 
child that plays” (ever spontaneous). Vishnu Purana: 
1, 2, 18. 

Manu also says:- “He (Brahmanj controls 
all and is more subtle than the subtlest”. C12-122^. 

Note—* The six qualities or gunas oi Bhagavan:— {t) jnana 
("Knowledge^. ( 2 ) Aisvarya (Lordship) unimpeded activity, 
activity based on independence (3) Sakti rability^—potency to 
become the material cause of the world; also the power of bring# 
ing about what appears impossible of being brought about 

(4) bala (strength)— absence of fatigue, sustaining power 

(5) Virya (virility)—changelcsantss in spite ol being the 
material cause of the world ( 6 ) tejaa Y*P^^<lonrJ 
might, tho power to overcome others. 



80 


And Yagnavalkya says “The purification which 
results from a knowledge of God (Iswara) is 
considered the greatest of all purifications”. 

\ 

So also Apastamba: “All breathing things are 
the city Cbody ) of Him who takes His repose in the 
cave”. The breathing things are the bodily structure, 
constituted of the (five^ elements, ivhich has the Jiva 
or the individual self as its soul. 

“Well”, the Advaitin perhaps says, “Wherefore 
all this verbose declamation? The objection (pointed 
out by me ) has not been shown to be false”. Here 
is the answer (to him^ ; — To us who hold this view 
and who maintain that the self ("or atman) which is 
of the nature of knowledge or consciousness has by 
nature an attribute which is also knowledge (dharma- 
bhutajnana) and which, as the result of fpast) karma 
undergoes expansion (nikasa) or contraction {samkocha)- 
to us, this objection is easily disproved. According 
to you ("the Advaitin), luminosity is the nature Cof 
Brahman), and is not His attribute nor do you be¬ 
lieve in its expansion or contraction. In our system, 
karma and the like which are the factors that 
cause obscuration prevent only the rise of the spread 
of luminosity. The avidya Cignorance or nescience) 
which you postulate is the cause of concealment or 
obscuration. If so, it has already been pointed out 
that the very being or nature (svarupa) of Brahman 
would perish.* whereas, for us, by (avidya), which is 
really (past) karma, it is only the luminosity of 
the attributive knowledge of the eternal self that 
undergoes contraction Cand not the very being or 
nature of the self which is knowledge). By this 
avidya or karma, arises the identification of the self 
with (the body of) god, man and the like. Here 
lies tbe difference between oiir two positions. 
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Consider the following passage in Vishnu- 
Puranam:— 6—7—61,62 

“There is a third form of power called avidya or 
past hrama by which the power or sakti called the 
individual self (or Jcsheiragna) which is capable of 
pervading all bodies is overpowered. (Being thus over¬ 
powered by karma), the individual self, 0 king, becomes 
subject to all the continuous ills of samsara (births 
and deaths). The power of the individual self being 
thus obscured, the attributive knowledge {dharma- 
hJmtagnan ) is seen, 0 king, in different degrees in 
different beings." The sloka thus shows how the 
attributive knowledge of the individual self undergoes 
contraction and expansion as a consequence of 
avidya which is called karma. 

Note;—Ramanuja brings forward, in his later work Sri Bhashya, 
seven objections to the theory of the Advaitins that 
Brahman is obscured by avidya. This argument that, 

in their view. Brahman, which is luminosity, would 
cease to exist if it were concealed or obscured is one 
of them. They do not believe that Brahman possesses 
any a$iribut§ which could be the object of obscuration, 
without in any way affecting the substance or substrate 
possessing the a:tribute. This is usually called * the 
untenability of concealment* or (tirodhana anupapatti). 


2. Untenability of any form of description concerning 
avidya (svarupanupapatti). 

Again, on the explicit authority of the Brutis 
and by inference also from the teaching of unity 
(between That and Thou, for example), you (the 
Advaitin^ postulate a concealing entity called 
avidya (acchadika avidya) as a defect or fault which 
causes the obscuration of the being of Brahman. 
Sinoej according to you, this avidya (or ignorance 
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or nesbiende) i8 itself illusory liie the 
world, its appearance would also require an 
explanatory cause in the form of a defect or 
fault (in the same way as you postulate 
the fault called avidya to explain the illusion of the 
world). (This defect of avidya, by itself, cannot 
explain its own illusory appearance). So, you will 
have to postulate another defect to explain the 
illusory avidya. If this defect were real, there 
would be two entities. Brahman and the defect 
and the central doctrine of unity (adraita) would 
go to pieces. If, on the other hand, you say that 
this defect is unreal (aparamaiiha), it would re¬ 
quire, for its own illusory appearance, another 
defect {dosha) and so on. Thus, there would be 
infinite regress in the argument {anavastha dosha). 
To avoid these two undesirable results, you may 
have to maintain that Brahman itself is the 
cause of the illusory appearance of the ^original) 
avidya. 


Notei— The argument here is as followsWhen Brahman sees the 
world or prapancha which is illusory, it must be due to some fault 
or dosha (for whenever we see an illusory appearance, it is due 
to some fault in us (defective vision, $tc). So, the Advaitins 
postulate a dosha or factor causing the illusion of the world and 
call it avidya; but, since their doctrine declares that there 
is only one Real, namely, Brahman, this avidya too. has to be 
stated by them to be illusory. Ramanuja asks **Wbat is the dosha 
or fault owing to which this avidya or Illusion exists?". If 
you explain it by saying that there is some other dosha, it, too, 
must be illusory so that Brahman might be the only Real and 
that other (for/ia will have to be explained by stating its cause. 
Thus, there w^ould be an endless series of doshas. This is the 
infinite regress referred to {anavastha,) To avoid this, one of 
the two explanations should be adopted by the Advaitins t that 
Brahman itself is the cause of the illusory appearance (and not 
avidya). This would, on the very face of it, be absurd* The 
alternative explanation would be :-Tbe cause of the illusory 
appearance of the world is avidya which is also illusory: but# 
since avidya is beginningltss or anadi, its cause thpul4 not 



asked for* In the Visishtadvaitic system, karma is said to be 
anadi and its cause is thereiore not sought. >So also in regard 
to advaitic avidya. 

Even though (you maintain that^ avidya, is 
beginningless and therefore requires no explanatory 
defect as cause, the very circumstance of its being 
illusory would imply that Brahman sees the illusion 
as beginningless. As you do not admit any real 
defect (paramartlka dosha) for Brahman’s seeing this 
illusory avidya, it would follow that Brahman would 
itself be the cause of the ('illusion^. As Brahman is 
eternal, the avidya would also be eternally there 
and there would, on this view, be no such thing as 
release from the bondage of avidya. 


Refutation of the theory that there is only a Singla Jiva. 

(Eka jiva vada) 

The same argument is enough to disprove another 
doctrine of the Advaitins, 'namely: “One only of all the 
bodies (that are seen ) has a self within it; the other 
bodies have no souls like the bodies or beings that 
are seen in dreams. In dreams, only the body of 
the person that dreams has a self within it; 
the other bodies seen by him in his dream are just 
bodies created (by his imagination) and have no souls, 
being illusory bodies”, (^This doctrine is called the 
doctrine of a single individual self eha jiva vada). 
Since, according to Advaita, the individual self as 
apart from Brahman as well as all bodies are just 
false or imaginary creations of Brahman, it would 
follow that the existence of a self Jmx even in one 
body is illusory in the same way as all the 
bodies are illusory; there is no special reason to hold 
that one body alone is peculiar and has a self 



in it (while all others have noneO According to out 
system, on the other hand, the person that dreams 
finds that his body and the existence of the self in it 
are not contradicted on waking, while the other 
bodies (seen in his dream) and the souls imagined 
in them during the dream are contradicted ^as 
they do not persist^. So, they are all illusory; 
his own body and the existence of the self in it 
are real {paramartlia). This is the difference 
between the view of the Advaitins and ours. 


3. Untenability of the cessation of avidya 
(Nivritti Anupapatti) 

Further, how indeed is the cessation of avidya 
caused and what is the nature of this cessation? 
This has to be examined. The knowledge of 
unity Cthat ail is Brahman) and (that the Jiva and 
Brahman are one (Tat Tvam Asi) is said to cause 
the cessation. You might say that the cessation 
of avidya has the form opposed to that called 
inexpressible or indescribable {anirvachaniya\ since 
avidya itself is neither sat (real, like Brahman^ 
nor asat (unreal, like the flower in the sky) nor both 
sat and asat and is therefore inexpressible. If you 
say so, what is opposed to that which is in¬ 
expressible or indescribable must be expressible 
Cor capable of description^ nirvachaniya. If it 
is expressible, is it sat Creal.) or unreal {asat) or 
both real and unreal? There could not be any 
other alternative. If you hold that this cessation 
oi avidya {nivritti) is something other than Brahman, 
there would be two entities that are real viz. 
Brahman and cessation of avidya. This would be, 
against the doctrine of unity and would be possfiild 
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only as caused by anidya, (which) therefore would 
not have ceased to exist. If, on the other hand, 
you hold that the cessation of avidya is itself 
Brahman, since Brahman already existed, the 
cessation of avidya must have occurred even 
before the knowledge acquired from Vedanta 
(that all is Brahman^. Your doctrine that 
the knowledge of unity (that Brahman alone 
really existsJ causes cessation (of avidya) and 
that samsxra or bondage is due to the absence of 
that knowledge would then find its contradiction. 


4. Untenability of the knowledge of unity obtained 
from Vedanta causing the cessation of avidya 
(nivartaka anupapatti). 

Furthermore, since even the knowledge which 
causes the cessation of avidya is (illusory and^ 
of the nature of avidya, the Advaitin has to explain 
by what means that knowledge, too, would cease 
to exist. He might state in reply, “This knowledge 
which causes the cessation of nvidAja removes all 
differences other than itself and then perishes of 
itself, since all knowledge is momentary. As illus¬ 
trative examples, the Advaitins might cite the forest- 
fire and the poison which destroys the effects of 
poison”. But this cannot be (a proper reply^. Since 
this knowledge which causes cessation of avidya 
is other than Brahman, its being, origin and 
destruction are illusory (according to Advaitic 
doctrine). If its destruction is illusory, the avidya 
which causes the cessation of the previous avidya 
still stands and a remedy for this illusion of 
destruction which is the same as an existing avidya 
will have to be thought of. In the case of the 
11 



forest-fire and the like, their destruction must 
neoessarily mean a succession of new states different 
foom those that respectively precede them. 

Nota:—Advaitins hold that Brahman is itself knowledge (safyam, jnanam, 
ananiam)^ But this knowledge, which is Brahman, could not 
be maintained as capable of removing avidya. For since Brahman 
always exists, the cessation of avidya would be eternal and there 
could be no avidya at all and consequently no appearance of the 
world So they have to state that the knowledge obtained from 
the sources of knowledge like Vedanta could alone lead to the 
cessation of avidya. But since this knowledge is other than 
Brahman, it is illusory and caused by avidya. The knowledge 
which is Brahman, Advaitins say^ is of a different kind from the 
knowledge obtained by perception, inference, verbal testimony 
and the like. 

Note :—The forest-fire and the poison which destroys poison 

Advaitins illustrate the point thus ; The foresuffre 
consumes every inflammable thing in the forest and when there is 
nothing more to burn, perishes of itself. So also thi.'- knowledge 
of unity removes all illusory appearances and then perishes of 
itself* The poison administered by the physician to counteract 
the effects of poison in the body destroys the poison and then 
ceases of itself and does not affect the body. 


S. Untenability of assigning to any knower this 
knowledge of unity which causes the cessation of avidya: 

Jnatranupapatti. 

Besides this knowledge which denies the 
reality of all things other than Brahman, which 
is pure oonsciousness (chinrmtra), it has to be 
stated by the Advaitin who the knower is. If it 
is said that the knower is the Jiva or individual self 
falsely super-imposed on Brahman, it would be 
illogical; for this illusory superimposition (adhyasa) 
'(of the individual self^ is the thing to be removed or 
denied and is therefore the object (karma) of the 
addon to be effected by the knowledge of unity. 
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Since it is the object, it cannot, at the same time, 
be the subject who owns that knowledge (i. e.) it 
cannot be the knower. If, on the other hand, 
Brahman itself is stated to bo the knower, what 
is the nature of this 'knowership’ in Brahman? Is 
it real in Brahman’s nature? Or is it an illusory 
super-imposition? If the latter, then this illusory 
superimposition and the avidya which causes it 
will stand unaffected by the knowledge of 
unity which removes the original avidya, 
because they are not within the scope of 
that knowledge. If you admit another 

knowledge which could dispel this (second), avidya 
there would be a further difficulty. This knov/ledge, 
too, would require the three essentials (tripnti) of all 
knowledge, viz., a knower, a thing to be known, and 
the action of knowing. The question wonld then arise 
“Who is its knower?” and thus you will be landed 
in infinite regress {janavaHtlm.) Without these three 
essentials (knower, knowing and what is known 
there could be no such thing as knowledge at all. 
For knowledge is that which illumines something to 
a knower. If you hold that this knowledge of unity 
which dispels avidya has none of these three essen¬ 
tials, it would be like the knowledge, which is Brah¬ 
man (for that is mere consciousness without the 
triputi and like that knolwedge, it would bo 
incapable of dispelling avidya. If, on the other 
hand, you accept the former position, viz., that 
Brahman itself is really the knower, then you 
will have come to accept our position, namely, 
that Brahman is not mere consciousness or knowledge, 
but is also the knower who has knowledge as an 
attribute of His. 

If you should state that the knowership of 
the knowledge of unity which dispels avid/ya is aisn 



88 


among the targets to be dispelled, it would be funny. 
For when it is stated that everything except the 
ground was out down by Devadatta, it would be 
ridiculous to include in the action of being out 
down, the action of cutting, the person who suts, 
and that which is cut down- 

HoTBt—Advaitins hold that Brahman is mere chit or consciousness. 

They do not admit any attribute in Brahman such as knowledge or 
being a knower, Visishtadvaitins, on the other hand* hold that 
Brahman is of the nature of consciousness or jnana and is, at the 
same time, the possessor cf the attributejoi knowing (i. e.) He is 
also the knower (jmUa), 

NoTst—Though Advaitins state that Brahman is knowledge or 
consciousness, they maintain that this knowledge which is 
Brahman {svarupa) cannot dispel avidya^ Avidya can be dispelled* 
according to them, only by the kind of knowledge which is 
derived from any one of the sources of knowledge (Pramana janya 
jnana) sensc,-perception, inference, or verbal testimony (Sasha), 


6. Untenability due to the lack of efficient means for 
dispelling illusory appearance. 

(Samagri Anupapatti) 

Moreover, by what means is produced this 
knowledge of unity which, you say, enables one to 
realise that Brahman alone is real and that all 
differences that we perceive in the world are 
illusory? This has to be carefully considered. If 
it is said “By the Srtiti itself”, it cannot be fa 
proper answer^ (According to your system^ 
everything except Brahman is the creation of 
amdya. Therefore, it would follow that the Brutis, 
iwhioh are different from Brahman, cannot dispel 
the illusory appearance of the world, being them¬ 
selves the products of avidya fignorance^. For 
exaniple, the illusion that the rope is a serpent 
^hiob is caused by some defect or fault fin 
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perception, cannot be dispelled by the knowledge 
“This is a rope and not a serpent”, when this 
knowledge comes from a defective or unsound 
source. When the fear due to the illusion of the 
serpent in the rope persists, if a person of un¬ 
sound mind were to cry out aloud, “This is a 
rope and not a serpent”, his words would not 
dispel the illusion, so long as his mental un¬ 
soundness is known and the fear arising from the 
illusion, too, will not vanish. The man who 
knows that everything except Brahman is illusory, 
even when he hears the words of the Sruti Cthat 
Brahman alone is reaU knows that the Sruti, 
being different from Brahman, is the product of 
illusion. Therefore, the knowledge imparted by 
the Bruti that Brahman alone is real cannot 
dispel his avidya or ignorance. 

If you say “The knowledge of unity which 
dispels avidya, Bastra. or Scripture which provides 
that knowledge, and, so also, the person who has 
that knowledge are all illusory and false, since 
they are different from Brahman”, then, indeed, 
the illusory nature of the world and the 
disappearance of the world in muJcti would become 
false. This would only come to mean that the world 
is real. Suppose a person dreams that some one 
in the dream tells him that his father is dead and he 
afterwards comes to know that it was all a dream, 
he would then realise that the knowledge imparted to 
him in the dream about his father’s death is false 
and that his father is realy alive. Texts in the 
Bruti like “That Thou art” cannot contradict the 
reality of the world, because these words are 
caused by illusion, just like the words contradicting 
the reality of the serpent in the rope when used by a 
man of unsound mind* 
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“But”, the Advaitin might say, “when some fear 
persists in a dream, if a knowledge arises, even 
during the dream, that it is a dream, the previous 
fear is seen disappearing. In the same way, here 
also (the knowledge imparted by the illusory Sniti 
may dispel the erroneous notion due to avidi/a,)”- It is 
not so. During the dream itself, if it is known that 
this, too, is a dream, the fear is seen to recur again. 
So, there is no difference of any kind between the 
dream which contradicts and the dream which is 
contradicted. It has been already stated that even 
while we listen to the Sriiti, we are aware (according 
to the Advaitin) that the 8ruti is as illusory as 
dreams. 

It is sometimes stated by Advaitins that though 
the scripture (sastra) is false or illusory, being the 
product of delusion (or error), it declares that 
Brahman exists and is without a second and with¬ 
out any attribute and that the existence of 
Brahman and its being without any attribute are 
true because they are not contradicted afterwards. 
This statement, too, cannot hold good. For the 
existence or reality of Brahman is contradicted 
by ("a school of Buddhists), who declare that 
reality is non-existent {soonya). If the Advaitin 
says that this contention of the Buddhists 
is due to error or delusion, it may be replied. 
“You have yourself stated that the words in the 
sruti, “Brahman is real and without a second” 
are due to illusion Cor avidya)". The contention 
that there is nothing really existing (not even 
Brahman^ has the superiority of having no 
later contradiction. Both the Buddhist who 
does not believe in the reality of anything and the 
Advaitin who contends that ever^iihiing except 
Brahman is unreal are equally unfit, io t^ opinios: 
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of the wise, to be controversialists, since neither of 
them aceepts the truth of any authority (or pramxna) 
which could prove their contention to be right. It 
has been said:- Disputation is at all possible only 
with those who accept the truth of the sources of 
knowledge (pramana). It is no use arguing with one 
who does not believe in the reality of anything. 


Note ;—LATER CONTRADICTIONi —It is only if we know belorehand 
what is meant by the term **treethat we can say afterwards 
“This is not a tree**. So. the knowledge of an object precedes its 
denial. The denial which is experienced later supersedes the 
knowledge of the existence of the object. When one text in the 
Sfuti aays “The world exists*', the Advaitin, on the authority 
of another sfuti, says '*It docs not exists only Brahman exists*^ 
and contends that the denial of the world, being later, supersedes 
the sru/i which speaks of the world as existing and real. On the 
same line of reasoning, Kamanuja says, it would follow that the 
statement of the Advaitin that Brahman is real finds its 
supersession in the sunyavidin*s statement that “there is nothing at 
all that is real* *. This proposition would have to be considered as 
true, because there could be no later contradiction of it at all. 


Furthermore, on what authority {pramana) do you 
establish the unreality of the world given in sense 
perception (pratyahsJva)? The Advaitin may say, 
“Perception arises from a defect or fault (dosha). 
So, what sense perception brings before us can be 
explained away otherwise ('a>s due to faults or 
imperfections), whereas Scripture or 8astra, which 
is faultless and which could not be explained away 
otherwise, should be considered as superseding 
perception”. If ho says so, (we ask^, “By what 
fault (dosha) does perception reveal to us 
("the world so full of^ endless differences? If you 
say in reply, perception is tainted by the false 
notion of differences which has persisted 
from beginningless time”, we reply, “The same 
fault is seen also in scripture Cwhioh, too, 



recognises differences). How, then, do you 
establish the superiority of Scripture over percep¬ 
tion fas a source of knowledge) and state that it is 
contradicted by the teaching of Scripture? As a mat¬ 
ter of fact, perception and Scripture have different 
provinces and cannot therefore conflict with each 
other. Perception is concerned with apprehending 
elements like akasa' (ether^ and air (vayii) and 
things having varied configurations like those of 
men endowed with senses such as those of hearing 
and touch. 

Scripture or sastra, on the other hand, treats of 
what cannot be apprehended by perception, viz., the 
nature of Brahman, His being the innermost soul 
of all. His being the Reality and His being endowed 
with countless attributes, the ways of worshipping 
and meditating on Brahman, and the various benefits 
accruing from His grace, such as attaining Him, and 
likewise also, the punishments that will be incurred 
by doing things displeasing to Him, fAs they 
concern themselves with entirely different matters, 
there connot be any conflict between sense perception 
and 8astra)> You too, admit that Scripture which is a 
superior authority has no beginning and no end and 
has the merit of a continuous tradition (regarding 
the text^. You should necessarily admit also the 
reality of what is given to us by sense perception 
(pratyaksha). 

Enough of this refutation of flimsy fleece- 
like arguments brought forward by perverse minds 
which are thrown and swept away by the strong 
gale of hundreds of passages in the Srutis* 



§3 

Refutation of Bhaskara's system of Bhedabheda. 

Note.*—The school of Bhaskara holds that there is no difference in reality 
(or by nature) {svabhavena) between the Supreme Self (Brahman) 
and the individual self {Jivatma)^ bnt that, owing to the 
limitations imposed by Upadhis (conditioning or limiting 
adjuncts) like the body and the senses. Brahman assumes the 
forms of Jivas* When the Upadhi vanishes, the Jiva becomes 
Biahman, So Brahman and Jiva are both different and non- 
different from each other. In their doctrine, the Upadhi is not 
unreal and this (among other things) distinguishes them from the 
Advaitins). 

According to the second view ('or school of 
thought), there is nothing other than Brahman and 
the Upadhis. Since the Upadhis are said, in this 
system, to be associated only with Brahman, all 
the imperfections due to the Upadhis such as the 
body and the senses) would aifeot Brahman also. 
The texts in the Srutis saying that Brahman is 
free from all faults and imperfections and the 
like would then be contradicted. The Bhaskarites 
might defend their position by saying “Ether 
{jahasa) is all - pervasive, but the ether confined to 
a pot and the like is looked upon as different 
from the all - pervasive ether elsewhere and as 
possessing different attributes; neither the good 
qualities nor the bad qualities in the ether within 
the pot become associated with the extensive ether 
elsewhere. In the same way, the faults and 

imperfections of the individual self {Jiva) who is 
marked off from the rest (of Brahman) by the 
differences due to the Upadhis may not affect 

Brahman”. If it is so stated, it cannot be 

considered convincing. Ether alcasa is not a 

composite with parts (avayavi) and cannot, 
therefore, be out off or marked off into two or 
more parts. So, the pots and other things are 
connected only with the all - pervasive fether. 
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Likewise, Brahman is incapable of being divided 
Cinto parts) and the Upadhis must be connected 
with Brahman itself, Caud not any part of it.) 
The Bhaskarite might say, *‘The region of ether 
which is connected with the pot is different from 
the other region of it (“not so connected)”. We 
reply:- “Ether is a single ('non-composite^ thing 
and becomes connected with the pot and the like 
by means of a part or region in it. So, when 
the pot is moved Cfrom one place to another^, 
it is some other region (that becomes connected), 
and thus there is no fixity of region. Similarly, 
there is no fixity in the region of Brahman (which 
becomes connected with Upadhis. When the Upadhi 
moves, the part of Brahman fnewly) connected 
with the Upadhi becomes differentiated from the 
part or region not ('now) connected with it. So, 
you (the Bhaskarite) would be forced to admit that, 
at one moment, when connected with Upadhis, 
Brahman is bound in samsara and that, at another 
moment, when the Upadhi has moved away, it has 
attained release (or mohsha). An admission of this 
kind would be ridiculous in the eyes of impartial 
thinkers. 

The Bhaskarite might argue as follows:- 
“Although ether (alasa) is non-composite and 
therefore without parts, ether is considered as the 
sense forgan of hearing) and it is usual to 
distinguish between that region which is called the 
sense of hearing and the rest of ether which is not 
the organ of hearing. In the same manner, it may 
be possible to distinguish between Brahman with 
Upadhi and Brahman without Upadhi." But this 
argument is fallacious* It is only the region of 
the ether which is connected with the cavity of 
tl^e ear modified by a special kind of air that is 
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called the sense of hearing. Though there is no 
distinguishing feature between this region 
of ether and the rest of ether, it may be 
proper to distinguish it as the sense of 
hearing. When the bodies (of beings) move, all 
regions of ether contact them without any fixed 
rule or restriction {niijania). So also Upadhis (while 
moving) contact all regions of Brahman without any 
restriction or reservation. We have explained the 
distinction between the region of ether called 
the sense of hearing and the rest, assuming ('for the 
moment ) that ether, as such, is the sense of hearing. 
As a matter of fact, however, ether does not form 
the sense of hearing at all. Vedic scholars hold 
that the eleven senses arise from the principle or 
‘real’ (tattva) called VaiJcarika Ahankara. For 
instance, Bhagavan Parasara says:— 

“It is (sometimes^ said that the senses arise 
from Taijasa Almikara, But the ten senses (devali) 
with the mind as the eleventh are truly vaikarikas". 

This is the meaning of the sloka:- Almikara 
Cone of the 26 reals^ is of three kinds: Vaikarika, 
Taijasa and Bhutadi which are respectively called 
also Sattvika. Bajam and Tama^a> The sage (Parasara) 
states that, from the Tamasa Ahankara, or Bhutadi, 
the five elements like ether are produced. He then 
cites the opinion of others that the eleven senses are 
produced from Taijasa Ahankara and indicates his 
own opinion that the senses arise from sattoika 
ahankara and that the senses are therefore vaikarikas. 
The word devah in the shka means the senses. 
Similarly, in the Mahabharata, it is stated that the 
senses are nourished Cor strengthenedj by the 
elements. Even if it is held that the senses are 
modifications of the five elements, the Bhaskarite 
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contention does not gain anything. The senses 
are distinguished from the elements as being their 
modifications, in the same way as the body is 
distinguished from the five elements out of which 
it is built up. This cannot be said to be true of 
the Jira, who is not a modification or evolute of 
Brahman (parwmna), because the Sruti says that 
Brahman is without any modification or change 
(nirvilara). Therefore, since Brahman is indivisible, 
without parts and without changes or modifi¬ 
cations, it would ('on the view of the school 
of Bhaskara^ be impossible to disprove the 
presence of innumerable imperfections due to con¬ 
tact with the upadhis. Those who are well-versed 
in the Sastr<is have therefore scant regard for this 
Bhedabheda system, which could be accepted only 
by those who are guided by mere faith. 

Further, you (Bhaskarites) hold that Brahman’s 
essential nature (svariipa) evolves into non-sentient 
things (achetana). This is opposed to the sruti 
which declares that Brahman is without any changes 
or modifications (nirviJcara.) If you maintain, ('in 
order to avoid this difficulty^ that it is not Brahman 
which evolves into non-sentient things but that 
His sakti or power undergoes the evolution, we ask, 
‘‘What is this sakU? Is it a modification (or evolute^ 
of Brahman?; or is it something not different from 
Brahman? In either case, it would follow, on your 
view, that Brahman itself undergoes change 
fwhich is against the sruti). 

Notei—According to the Sankhya system, there are 2$ reals or 
(tattvas) beginning with prakritx or matter in its un-evolved 
state and ending with purusha or the individual self, Prakriti 
evolves into mahat, the next to evolve is ahankara^ which is one of 
the evolutes from primordial matter. It is this ahanhara that 
is referred to above. The word ahankara also means egpisfn or 
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arrogdiice, but this has nothing to do with the ahankara referred to 
in the text above. The Vedantins adopt such of the conventions 
of the Sankhyas as arc not in conflict with their system. 

Note:— The eleven senses: five Jnarendriyas or senses affording 
knowledge, viz sight, hearing, touch, smell and taste; five 

harmendriyas or senses used in action, t/iz, speech, hand, foot, 

arms, thh organ of leprodaction; the eleventh sense is the 
mind • 


Refutation of Yadavaprakasa’s Bhedabheda. 

Note;—In Yadavaprakas^'s system as in Bbaskara's, the world is 
real, the Scripture is not illusory error. The Bhaskarites hold 
that the Jtva becomes Brahman in moksha (when freed from 
Upadhi) and that the difference between them (during samsara) 
is due to upadhi. By nature or in reality, they arc not 
different from each other. The difference is merely due to 
Upadhi, In regard to acAi7 or nonsentient things and Brahman, 
both difference and non-diffciencc arc natural svabhavika. Yadava- 
prakasa, on the other hand, holds that a portion (or sakii) of 
Brahman changes or evolves into the individual self and that, 
even in moksha, the individual self remains different from Brahman, 
So, both difference and non-difference between and Brahman 
are natural as between achit and Brahman, 


In the third view ("that of Fadavaprakasa^ it 
is maintained that the individual self and Brahman 
are both really different and non-different. It is 
also held that Brahman becomes the individual 
self. If so, the individual self is different from 
Brahman only to the extent that Saubhari's many 
bodies taken by him at the same time were 
different from one another (i. e) having only one 
soul among them^, and in the same way as the 
several avatars of Iswara CVishnu) were different 
from one another Call of them having, however, the 
quality of being Iswara> From this, it would 
follow that that the imperfections of the individual 
self would be only of Iswara. This is what it 
comes to saying:- The school of Yadavaprakasa 
maintains that Iswara, by His own substance 
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{stnrnpa), assumes different forms like those of gods, 
men, animals and plants and is their soul. If this 
position is taken up, just as all actions such as 
the holding of water which pertain to pots, dishes 
and the like made of a single lump of mud belong to 
mud itself, even so, all the pleasures and pains 
of all the Jims would pertain to Iswara himself, 
fThe followers of Yadavaprakasa^ might argue:- 
“That part of the mud which has been left over 
after the making of pots, dishes and the like is 
not associated with any action (like the holding of 
water). In the same way, that part of Iswara 
which is not used up in the evolution of such 
individual souls as gods, beasts and men is the 
abode of omniscience, omnipotence and other 
such auspicious qualities”. True, but this would 
imply that one part (amsa) of Iswara has an 
abundance of auspicious qualities, while another 
part is full of imperfections, since both have the 
quality of being Iswara. If they reply, ‘The two 
parts are distinguished or differentiated from each 
other”, we ask, “What do you gain thereby?. It 
does not behove Iswara to be eternally subject to 
ills in one part, though, in another part, there is 
happiness It is like Devadatta having one arm 
smeared with sandal paste and adorned with 
bracelet, armlet and ring, while the other arm of the 
same CDevadatta ) is beaten with a wooden mortar 
and put into the flames of an all-consuming fire. 
That would be the condition of Iswara. This variety 
of Bhedahheda even more blasphemous than the 
Advaitic view that Brahman is associated with 
ajnam or ignorance, for, according to Bhadabheda, 
this unbounded suffering is real (and not illusory 
as in advaita) and insurmountable as individual 
souls are innumerable (and not single as in advaita) 
If the Yadavaprakasa school say, “Therefore we hold 



that this part (aTnsa), namely, the individual self, 
is different in nature from Brahman”, they will 
have come to our way (of thinking^. The objection 
pointed out ("so far^ will arise only, if it is held that 
the substance (svarupa) of Iswara himself changes 
into the Jiva and is identical with the Jiva. If, 
like ourselves, they say that the relationship between 
Iswara and the individual soul is that between the 
soul and the body, there cannot be any such objec¬ 
tion. Far from there being any objection, a num¬ 
ber of great qualities like the control of all indivi¬ 
dual souls will have become explained in Iswara. 
The grammatical apposition or co-ordination 
mrmnadhikaranya in “That Thou Art” will be direct 
and not indirect or figurative (laks]iana)> 

Further, it has already been stated that the 
same thing cannot be both different and non- 
different (from another) as they would be oontra- 
dictory to each other. If the pot is different from 
the cloth, the pot cannot exist in the cloth. If the 
pot is not different from the cloth, the pot is in the 
cloth. The existence and the non-existence of the 
same object at the same time and in the same 
place are contradictory of each other. The Bliedablieda 
schools might say, “As genus ('/a<0> the cow with 
broken horns may exist in the cow without 
horns; cowness may exist but as an individual 
(vyakti) it may not exist in it”. We reply:- “ If the 
genus is stated to be not different from the indivi¬ 
dual, it would follow that in the cow with broken 
horns, the cow without horns would be present 
(for both are the genus ‘cow’). This would be 
against reason. If the genus is held as both 
different end non-different (bhimiabhinna) from the 
individual, owing to non-difference, the genus Jati 
(cowness) should be present in the cow with broken 
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horns and owing to difference, it would not be 
present (in the oow with broken horns), in the same 
way as buffaloness is not present in the horse. 

Note:-JATI AND VYAKTI: 

In the Bhtdabheda system, Brahman is different from the Jiva 
and, at the same time not different from the/iva. If you ask. 
**How can a thing be both different and non-different from 
another?**, the followers of that system reply: There is nothing 

inconceivable in this. Take the following example t — A cow 
with horns, a cow without horns and a cow wita broken horns* 
All of them belong to the genus or Jafi cow That is. all the 
three of them have ‘'cowness** in common, though, as 
individuals (vyakti), the}’ are different from one another. 
There is no difference between the cow with horns and the cow 
without horns, if you consider them irom the point of view of 
their jati or genus, for they have all " cow ness *' At the same 
time as individuals vyakii, they are different from each other. 
So, there is both difference and non-diffcrence among them 
{bheda and abheda)* 

In refuting this argument. Raminuja asks;— **{l) Do you mean 
to say that the genus, and the individual, vyikti are not 

different from each other? It so, the cow with broken horns must 
be present in the cow with horns, for, they have both the genus 
or Jati •* cowness ' ; (2) Or do you mean to say that Jaff’ and 
Vyakii are both different and non-different from each other? 
If you hold this second view, certain absurdities will result. Jf 
they are different, the cow with broken horns cannot be in the 
cow with horns; if they are not different, the one must be 
present in the other. This is as absurd as saying that the 
buffalo is present in the hoise. HoW can two contraries be the 
same ? 

The genus Cor Jati) is really a mode (praJeara) 
or attribute of the thing, being the common 
configuration of the object. The mode or attrribute 
is different from the object possessing the mode 
or attribute. It has already been stated that 
the mode or attribute {prakara) is inseparable 
from the object possessing the (^prahara) or mode and 
incapable of being apprehended apart from 
it .and that the configuration {samsthana) is 
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present as a mode or attribute in more objects than 
one. The idea “This is the person seen before as 
that” arises from the mode being common to both 
as in the perception: “This man, too, has a stick*. 
It is this mode, which is genus and the like, that 
is called hheda or differentiating feature. The 
association with this differentiating feature is the 
cause of the object being considered as different 
(■from others). In the same way as knowing an 
object (samvedana) is the cause of the object 
being designated and talked about and is also 
the cause of the knowledge itself being desig¬ 
nated and talked about, the genus is the cause 
of the object (pyakti) being talked about and also of 
itself ('genusJ being designated and talked about. 
By this same argument, the contention that sense 
perception apprehends mere existence (sat) and not 
differentiating features {blieda) stands refuted. For 
perception apprehends the object only as possessing 
the genus or configuration. It is this genus or 
configuration that reveals the object having the 
genus or configuration and is also the cause of 
differences being designated. The objection to the 
view that the substance (svarupa) of Brahman is 
modified into non-sentient heinga (achit) has already 
been dealt with. 

Here ends the refutation of rival systems of 
philosophy. 
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A detailed exposition of Visishtadvaitt 

“He who stands on the earth and is within 
the earth, whom the earth is not aware of, to 
whom the earth is the body and who controls 
the earth from within—He is your atma (soul), 
the inner Ruler, who is immortal”* Briliadaranyaka 
Upanishad ('Kanva recension). “He who stands on 
the atman (soul) and who is within the atman, 
whom the atman is not aware of, to whom the 
atman fsoul) is the body and who controls the 
atman from within—Ho is your atma (soul), the 
Inner Ruler, who is immortal”. Briliadaranyaka 
Upanishad: (Madhyandina recension). 

“He who moves about within the earth, to 
whom the earth is the body and whom the earth 
is not aware of" and the like (Suhalopanishad) 
“He who moves about within the akshara {atman 
or soul) to whom the akshara is the body and 
whom the akshara is not aware of.” {Stibalopanisliad). 
“He who moves about within Death, to whom Death 
is the body and whom Death is not aware of.” 
(Suhalopanishad). “He is the inner soul of all 
beings and is untouched by (their^ imperfections. 
He is the supreme Deity, Narayana. who is without 
a second”. (Babalopanishad ) 

“Two birds with similar qualities and mutually 
attached to each other rest on the same tree. 
One of them (the Jiva) eats the ripe fruit, while 
the other (the Supreme Self^ shines without eating 
it”. (Mundaka Upanishad), 


Note:—Xht * tree * is the body ; the fruit is the result of karma. 

“He has entered within all persons and controls 
them (from within^. He is the soul of all. 
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(Aranyalct 3-20-4.) “He created it; having created 
it, He entered into it (the Jiva): having entered 
into it, He became 8ai, the individual self which 
remains ever the same without any change and 
also trjat, the non-sentient, which is subject to 
change. Though He became the chit and the 
achiti He never changed but was always satyam, 
the unchanging truth”. {Taittiriya Upanishai.) 


“I will enter with the Jiva as his atma of 
soul and will create the various forms and give 
them their names”. (Chandogya Upinishad 6-3-2). 
“The Jiva or individual self realises that the Supreme 
Self directs him (in the wheel of samsara) and 
that he is the object of direction different from 
the Supremo Self that directs. By winning the 
grace of the Supreme Self thereby, he attains 
immortality.” {Svetasvxtara Upamshad-1-1-2). “Having 
realised the one who experiences Cpleasures and 
pains), that which is the object of experience and 
Him who directs all, I have described to thee the 
three-fold nature of things”, (Svetasvatara TJpanishad 
-1-26). “The Eternal of Eternals, the Soul of all 
souls. He who fulfils the desires of many, being 
Himself single”. {Kata Upanishad {2-5-13). “He is 
the Lord of matter and souls and the possessor 
of quaUties”. “He whose knowledge has no limits 
and he whose knowledge is limited, the Ruler and 
the Ruled”. Svetasvetara Upanishad 6-33 & 1-17). Prom 
hundreds of such texts in the srutis and so also, 
by their elucidations and explanations such as (the 
following):- 

“The whole world is Thy body; the stability 
of the earth is dependent on Thee”. (TAe Bamayana)- 
6-{20-24) . .; 
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•‘Whatever is created by whomsoever it may be, 
Hari is the cause of it all and every one (of these 
creations^ is His body”. {Vishnu Pnranam 1-22-36). 

‘*I am, 0 Arjuna, the soul of all beings and 
abide within their hearts. I am seated in the 
heart of every one. Prom me arise memory, perception 
and their loss as well.” (Bhagavad Qita-1020); 
—from these and other such utterances of Valmiki, 
Parasara, and Vyasa who stand in the front rank 
of those who know the real meaning of the Vedas, 
we learn that the Supreme Brahman is the soul 
of all and that everything, sentient and non-sentient, 
{chit and achit), is His body. The body being the 
inseparable attribute of the soul which owns the body 
is therefore its prahara or mode. Therefore, the word 
denoting the body denotes also the soul whose 
prakara or mode the body is. •Though the body and 
the soul have different attributes, the two do not get 
mixed up with each other. Since Brahman has 
everything as its body, all grammatical appositions 
or co-ordinations {samanadldkaranya') Clike “That 
Thou Art” and “All this is Brahman”) which reveal 
the magnificence of Brahman, refer to Brahman who 
has all sentient and non-sentient things as his 
prakaia (mode) directly without any lakshana. 

•Note.-—THOUGH THE BODY AND THE SOUL HA YE DIFFERENT 
ATTRIBUTES .— 

Wd see, in the world, things with different qualities getting 
mixed up* A log of wood exposed in a salt pan gets coated with 
salt in a short time. But no such mixing up takes place in the case 
of Brahman and the world of sentient and non-sentient things, 
because of the unique greatness or splendour of Brahman, 

Grammatical co-ordination (sanuFnadhikaranya) 
is said to be present, when two words refer to the 
same object in two different ways and this oo* 
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ordination is direct (or without lakshana) and literal 
in our interpretation. Thus it is; in the co-ordination 
or apposition "That Thou Art”, ‘That’ refers to 
Brahman the (material) cause of the world, the abode 
of all auspicious qualities, Cthe one^ who is free 
from all imperfections. The word "Thou” that 
enters into the co-ordination refers to the Inner 
Ruler within the Jiva who has the Jiia as His 
body, who is the soul of His body which is 
the Jiva, and who has that body as His 
mode or inseparable attribute. In the interpretations 
of other systems, there is no such (direct) apposition 
and Brahman becomes involved also in faults or 
imperfections. 

This is what it comes to mean:- {In the Srvtis 
and the Smritis) Brahman is declared to be of a parti¬ 
cular nature. This particular nature of Brahman 
persists in all states or conditions. So, in all 
these states, this manifold and varied world 
consisting of sentient and non-sentient things 
exists either in the gross or in the subtle 
form. Only then can the text “I will become 
the many” have any real meaning. Therefore, it 
follows that all sentient and nonsentient things 
chit and achit exist as configurations or inseparable 
attributes of Brahman who is in the different con¬ 
figurations as cause and as effect* 

lAotei^^ROSS AND SUBTLE: Before creation or srishti, the world it 
in a subtle state. After srishti it assumes a gross manifestation. 

At this an objection might be raised that only 
the genus and the qualities (ot a, thing) and not a 
substance (dravya) are usually seen as attributes. 
These attributes are always connected with that 
thing as its configuration or mode and answer to the 
words “of this kind”, A substance (dravya) wbiOh 



can stand by itself ^independent of others^ cannot 
rightly be considered as an attribute or mode of 
Iswara answering to the words (of this kind) so that 
there may be grammatical co-ordination between 
them. Well, the reply is as follows:- Even substances 
like the stick and the ear-ring are often seen as 
attributes of another substance ("say, a man) (as when 
we speak of a man with a stick or with an ear-ring^. 

Note:—The objection stated by thinkers oi other schools is to 
this effect; The Jiva is a substance and Iswara is also a substance. 
How can one substance (dravya) be an atribute of another 
substance (dravya) so that the two may be put in grammatical 
co-ordination (samanadhikaranya) witn each other in ** That 
Thou Art".? 

Note ;—GENUS - QUALITY : * cow ' refers to an individual, cowness* 
is the genus /'/at* j which is in all cows. "White or Whiteness" 
is a quality in chalk, which is a substance having the quality. 
Here genus and quality are easily seen as attributes to substances; 
but how can a substance be an attribute of another substance ? 
This is the objection raised. 


But this answer might be said to bo unsatis¬ 
factory and the objector might say, “When one sub¬ 
stance, such as stick and ear-ring, which can have 
an independent existence, is an attribute of another 
substance, we ("invariably^ speak of that other 
substance possessing the substance and do not speak 
of them as being in apposition with each other. 
For example, we speak of Devadatta possessing a 
a stick and not Devadatta as being a stick, “Deva¬ 
datta has a stick”. Therefore, it will not be proper to 
consider substances dravya like sentient and non- 
sentient beings as being similar to genus like 
‘oowness’ and speak of them as modes or attributes 
of Iswara put in grammatical co-ordination with 
each other. The reply to this objection is as follows:- 
This kind of co-ordination is quite oommoQ in 
^ordinary intercourse^ and in the Vedas. Tke yjords. 



‘ooVP^, %orse’, ‘man', *god' and the like denote the 
respective bodies which are substances built up of 
non-sentient matter. And yet it is often said, 
“Devadatta was born as a man owing to certain 
meritorious actions ('in his past life)”. “Yagnadatta 
was born as a cow owing to sinful actions”. “Another 
sentient being was born as a god owing to merito¬ 
rious deeds of a superior character”. In all these 
instances, the bodies of these, man, god and the like are 
put in grammatical co-ordination (samanadhikaranya) 
with sentient beings as their modes or CpraAamO or 
attributes. Thus, substanoes(namely, the five elements 
which build up the body) are spoken of as prakiras or 
attributes of other substances in grammatical ap- 
positionfLe.) Devadatta is a man’, Yagnadatta is a cow, 
and the like. The truth is as follows-*- It does not mat¬ 
ter whether it is a genus {Jati) a quality [guna) or a 
subtance {dravya). When any of them exists as an 
attribute of a particular substance, provided it is 
an inseparable attribute, it may be put in gram¬ 
matical apposition with that substance. But if a 
substance which can stand independently by itself 
is considered at any time and in any place as an 
attribute or {prakwa) of another substance, then 
they cannot be put in grammatical co-ordination 
and usage will require “being with” or ‘possessing’ 
as in “ Davadatta is with a stick ” and not 
Devadatta is a stick”. In the same way, all 
objects, either moving or non-moving, (sthavara 
or jangama) being the body of Iswara, can 
exist only as inseparable attributes of His. There¬ 
fore, Iswara who has them as His attributes is 
referred to also by the respective words denoting 
them and can be spoken of in grammatical 
co-ordination with them. All this has been ex¬ 
plained at length in connection with the Vedio 
text on the creation of names and forms. >''' 



Note;—' Tree' moans O’^t only the object usuaHy signified by the yfo^td, 
but also Is ^ara who is within the tree and to whom the tree is 
a prahara mode or attribute. The word Dsvadatia means not 
only the body of Devadatta but the soul ol Devadatta of which 
the body is an attribute. Farther, the word refers also to Iswara 
who is within the soul of Devadatta and who has that soul as 
His Prahara (ors^rtra). On this view, th^ samanadhiharanya 
in That Thou Art is direct aud not indirect (lahihana) 
for *'Thou'* here is Svetalcetu. The word also signifies 
Brahman who is within Svetaketu's soul as its inner Ruler 
{antaryami). •That' is Brahmin, the ultimate cause of the 
world. The meaning of the co-ordination is * Brahman, the 
ultimate cause of the w^rld is Brahmm who is within the soul of 
Svetakeiu as its inner Ruler’. 

Therefore the self or soul, matter (prakriti), 
mahat, dhankara the five tanm%tras, the five ele¬ 
ments ('earth, water, fire, air and ether) the 
eleven senses - these are the 25 tattvai or 'reals’. 
Out of these tweuty-five reals are built up the 
fourteen worlds which constitute the universe 
{Brahm%nda) Within this universe (or JBrdhmmda) 
are to be found gods, animals, men, and non* 
moving things like plants. All these are inseparable 
attributes of Iswara. These are all effects (kartja) 
and are Brahman. Hence, when Brahman, their 
ultimate ('material^ cause is known, everything 
becomes known; “by the knowledge of one, all 
become known”, says the Sniti. So it has been 
declared (by the BnUi) that Brahman is the soul 
of all sentient and nou-sentient things which are 
His attributes, because He is the (material) cause 
(karana) and they are the effects (karya). 

Vieba:—CAUSE AND EFFECT 

Wh«n it is said that the world is Brahman or • All this is 
Btabman'. it has to be understood only in this 8ense:>Brahman 
being the soul and the world being His body, the two may b. 
looked upon as the same, but the snbstance of Brahmin in itself. 
{svarMpa) is not the same as the substance of the world. Brahmin 
being the material cause {upadana katana) may be spoken of as 
being the eame u the efioet (karym) via., the wM. The 
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effect is only a prahara or mode of the cause and is therefdrc an 
attribute* So when the relation of cause and effect is underitood, 
we understand that the effect is an attribute oi the cause. 

Those who maintain that Brahman itself 
evolves into praJcriti or matter and the Jiavs or 
individual souls might here raise the following diffi¬ 
culty or objection:- ‘YYou) rule out the possibility 
of the substance of Brahman (so irupa) evolving 
(in the form of the worlds on the ground that it 
would be against the Vedic texts which declare 
that Brahman is not subject to any change and 
that it is free from imperfections. But Brahmasiitra 
1, 4, 23 states that Brahman should be considerd 
as also the material cause (upadana liar ana), so that 
the proposition and the illustrative example (mud 
and potJ may not conflict (with each other ). In 
this sutra, the Supreme Self is explained to be 
the material cause of the world (prakriti or upadana 
karana). The proposition sought to be proved is 
that by the knowledge of the one, all other things 
become known. The illustrative example is that of 
mud (the material cause) and its effects (karya) 
Clike pots and dishes). ("This illustrative example 
would be appropriate only if Brahman were the 
material cause (upadma karana). Whatever is the 
material cause must be subject to change. How 
is this inconsistency explained (by you^?” 

The answer to this is as follows:— The {8ruti) 
says that Brahman is the (material) cause of the 
world including the Jioas or individual selves with¬ 
out any exception. ("When this is so), if it should 
be maintained that Iswara evolves into the form 
of the Jiva it would bo in conflict with the 
BraJimasutra (2, 3, 18^ which says:— 

“Nor *i8 the Atma (created) because ('it is denied) 
by the smfi. From those the aima ("is under¬ 
stood^ to be eternal (nitya), . '-i o O, 

• Brahma Sutra: 2-3-16 I ^ j 

14 



Further, the Supreme Self is declared to be 
free from unfairness (vaishamaya) and crttdty 
(jiairghrnya) Cin its dealings with the difierent 
(Jivas) in Brahmasutra (2, 1, Si) in these words;— 

“fThere is) no unfairness nor hard-heartedness, 
for (creationis) in strict accordance (with past karma). 
It is by accepting the beginningless nature of 
the Jivas that karma is indicated as the reason (^for 
the inequalities seen among different Jivas and the 
cruel suffering which some are subjected to.) 
The Butrakara raises a possible objection to this 
and answers it in sutra (2, 1, 35.) thus:— 
“If it is objected to by saying that it cannot 
be karma, because before srishti or creation, there 
is no division Cof Brahman into Jivas), the 
answer is “because the Jiva has no beginning {i. e.) 
(is eternaU. This would be in accordance with 
reason and is also declared in the Brutis”. The 
reason implied is that if the Jiva or individual 
self is not eternal and has a beginning, he should 
have to be considered as enjoying the fruit of 
what was not done (“by him^ and being out off 
from the enjoyment of the fruit of what was done 
(by him). (So the Jiva has to be accepted as 
eternal)* In the same way (as the individual self 
is said to be without any beginning^, matter 
iprakriti) also is declared by the Brutis to be 
without a beginning. 

That matter (prakriti) and the individual 
self (purusha) were not created (and had no 
beginning^ is also brought out in the following 
Vedio text;- 

“A certain thing (matter) which has no begin" 
ning produces many things of the same nature 
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(namely, things constituted of the five elements) 
and is red, white and black (i. e. it has the colours, 
respectively, of the elements, fire, water and earth). 
Another thing which has no beginning ("the indi¬ 
vidual self^ imagines (in ignorance ) that it is the 
same as the other Tviz., matter^ and follows its 
ways. Another being who is without beginning 
(the person who is wise) enjoys it (i. e.) matter or 
praJiriti for a short time) and then abandons it 
(in disgust). (Svetasvatara Upanishad 4.-5). 

It is also showh that only prakriti (matter) 
is subject to change in its nature.- ‘ The one 
who controls Prakriti {Mayi) creates the w'orld 
out of prakriti ; another (the jiva) is bound by 
prakriti (maija)". “It should be known that 
prakriti (with its three qualities, sattvam, rajas 
and tamas) is rmya and that He who controls 
piakriti is Maheswara”. Svetasvatara Upanishad 
4 - 10 ). 

Note: —This passage explains what is meant by the word Maya, 
Prakritt is called Maya because it is the cause of the varied and 
wonderful creation \sfi$hti), 

Smriti also states; "Prakriti (the cow), which 
has neither beginning nor end, produces (fire, 
water and earth) and creates also the world'’ 
Mantrika Upanishad. 1 

Note:—First comes the evolution into the aggregate ;(sawashh) and 
then the individual objects (vyashti). 

The following slokas from the Bhagavad Oita 
also declare that only prakriti evolves into the 
world:- 


1. “Enow that Prakriti (matter) and Purusha 
(the individual self) (which are associated with each 
other) are both of them, without beginning. (18-19) 
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2. “Earth, water, fire, air, ether (ahi^\ the 
mind (manas), huddlii (maliat) and ahankara - 
these eight forms of ■prakriti are mine”. (7-4). 

“Know also that there is another prakriti 
{splendour) of mine different from the preceding. 
It is of the nature of the Jim Cthe individual 
selO and is more important. By it (the the 

world of matter (prakriti) is supported”. (7-5)> 

3. “Having made ray prakriti (matter^ evolve 
(into eight forins^, I create thf world again and 
again”. (9 - 8^. 

4. “Under my control, prakriti gives birth to 
the world consisting of moving and non-moving 
things”. v9 - lO.)- These and others. 

Thus, prakriti is the body of Iswara and 
therefore the word prakriti denotes (also) Iswara, who 
is its soul and who has it as His mode or insepa¬ 
rable attribute; so also the word purusha denotes 
Iswara who is its soul and who has purusha as 
His mode. Hence, Iswara is the soul of the 
world constituted of purusha and prakriti. 

So, the Vishnu Pur ana says:— (1-2-28). 

“Vishnu is both the causal reality {avyaktam) 
and the reality which is called the effect (vyaktam). 
He is Purusha fthe individual self^ and also Time 
(kola). He is the Prime Mover (kshobhaka) and, like¬ 
wise, the thing that is moved {kshobhya) and is the 
Supreme Ruler.” 

Hence, it is only prakriti (or matter) that is the 
mode or attribute of the Supreme Self who has it 
as His attribute—it is only this part or aspect prakmra 
that undergoes change. He who has prakriti as His 
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•prahara or mode-thefPra^ann^does not undergo any 
change. In the same way, in the Supreme Self who 
has the individual self as His prakara or mode, it is 
only the Jiva, the attributive part, that is subject to 
the ills of samsara(apurMshartha), the Prakarin (amsa) 
is the controller, spotless and full of all auspicious 
qualities and His will is omnipotent. 

('ll it is accepted that Iswara who has prakriti 
and Jiva as His modes is the cause of the world and 
that Iswara who has them as His attributes stands 
as the worlds, then it would follow that Iswara 
with chit and achit as His attributes is the cause and 
that He is, at the same time, the effect (namely the 
world) which has the former as the material cause. 
(The which declares) that the effect is none other 

than the cause could then become easily understood 
and all the Vedic texts would find reconciliation. 
Thus, Brahman in the causal state has prakriti and 
purusha as His body and they are then in such 
a subtle {sukshma) conditon that they cannot be 
distinguished by names and forms. Brahman is also 
in the state of the effect (karya) with chit and achit 
in their gross (sthula) condition as His body, when 
they have become distinguished by names and forms 
(i. e. after creation or srishti). The attainment of 
this gross condition by Brahman is called the 
creation of the world. So Bhagavan Parasara says:— 
* “Matter (pradhana or prakriti) and puru&ha ('indivi¬ 
dual self J are both beginningless. They are the 
cause of the effect which consists of pradhana and 
purmh ”. Therefore, since all existing things 
are modes or attributes of Iswara, the words 
which denote prakriti and purusha in what¬ 
ever state they may be, denote, directly, the 
Supreme self who is endowed with these attributes 

♦ Vishnu purana 
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(prakaras), just like the words, god, man and 
the like which denote the individual self. Words 
like ‘god’ and ‘man’ denoting the bodies of 
individual selves which are specific modifications 
of matter denote, directly, the individual souls, 
since these bodies are only the modes or attri¬ 
butes (prakara) of the Ptolarin. In the same 
way, all things, chit and achit (the sentient and 
the non-sentientj are the bodies of the Supreme 
Self and are therefore His modes or attributes 
and, for that reason, the words which denote chit 
and achit denote (also) the Supreme Self directly (with¬ 
out lahhana). This is just the relationship existing 
between the body and the soul. The one (the soul ) 
is the support (adhara) and the other ('thebody^ 
is that which is supported and which is incapable 
of existing independently of the other {viz., the 
soul); the one ("the soul) is the principle or 
substance which controls and directs and the 
other Cthe body^ is directed and controlled; the one 
(thesouU has its purposes iulfilled by the other 
and is called (s?shi) and the other (the body) 
exists solely for fulfilling the purposes of the other 
and is called {seshn ). The word atma means etymolo¬ 
gically “that which obtains”. It is so called because 
it obtains the body and acts as its support and as 
its directing agent, for the fulfilment of its own 
purposes. The body is an aJcara, being an inseparable 
attribute or mode (of the soul), as it is supported and 
controlled by the other and exists for the satisfaction 
of its purposes. It is this kind of relationship that 
exists between the individual self and its body. 
Similarly, the Supreme Self has all things as His 
body and is therefore denoted by all words. 

Note ;—and Sishi, Both and achit exist not lox their own sake, 
but for the fulfilment of the purposes of Iswara* So, Iswara is 
Scshi and chit and achit, ^n4 m ^he qff Him* 
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Many Vedio texts declare this truth :— 

“All the Vedas point to Brahman as that which 
is to be attained; all the Vedas are at one in Him”. 
(Kata U'panisJiad 2 - 16) 

The meaning is: Since, Brahman is the only 
thing which is expressed, they become one as 
expressive of the same thing”. 

“The one celestial thing is in varied forms Clike 
gods, men and the like^, being their inmost self 
(antaryami)”. Aranyaka: 3, 11. 

“The senses (demh) of these beings are not aware 
of Him though He exists with them ”, The word 
devah in the sruti quoted above means the senses 
iindriyah)- The sruti means that He exists within 
gods, men and the like as their inmost soul and is 
therefore ( always^ with them and Cyet^ the senses of 
these beings are not aware of Him. 

There are passages in the Puranas which state 
the same thing : 

“We bow to That wherein all words find 
their final and eternal resting place". The 
resting place of a word is of course that 
which is expressed by it. “That which is the first 
cause of all effects is the primary and chief signi¬ 
ficance of all words”. Jitanta Stotram: (7-A). 

“By all the Vedas, it is I that have to be known” 
Bhagavad Qita: C16-16^. 

These and other passages refer to the Inner Self 
(antaryami) that has, as His attributes, individual 
souls with their bodies; for, does not the sruti declare: 
“So. I will enter into these three deities (devatah >• 
fire, water, earth, along with my body, naihely 



the individual self and create names and forms (such 
as gods, men, animals, plants and the like)?.” 

The words of Manu are also to this effect 

“He who rules over all, who is the subtlest of 
all subtle things - know that He is the Supreme 
Person (Purusha) with the splendour of the sun and 
capable of being realised by intelligence similar to 
that in a dream”. 

The meaning is as follows:- “He who rules 
over all” means “He who directs and controls 
all, having entered into them as their Inner Self”. 
Souls are said to be subtle because they pervade 
all non-sentient things. Iswara is said to be more 
subtle than the souls because He pervades even 
souls that are subtle. The word rukmabha in the 
sloJca means “having the colour of the sun”, 
Svapnadheegamya means “capable of being realised 
only by constant meditation which has attained 
the clearness of sense perception”. 

* “Some call Him Agni, others call Him 
Maruts, and others still call Him Prajapati, some 
others call Him Indra, while others call Him 
Prana. He is called also by others the Eternal 
Brahman”. Manu: ('12-123; 

“Some” means some Vedas. On the line of 
reasoning stated before, since the Supreme Brahman 
has entered into all things as their Inner Self for 
controlling and directing them, words like Agni 
denote Him just like the words “Eternal Brahman”. 

So also another Smriti says:— 

“Those who perform yajnas to the spirits of their 
forefathers, to the gods and to Brahmins as well as 



to Agni perforin these yajnas only to Vishnu who is 
the Inner Self of all”. 

Words like “the spirits of forefathers”, ‘ gods 
‘Brahmins,’ and ‘Agni’ denote only Vishnu who is 
their Inner Self”. This is what it comes to mean. 

In regard to this matter, this is the essence of all 
the Sastras: — “The individual souls {jivatmas) have 
pure knowledge as their attribute; this knowledge 
is, in its ( essential ) nature, without any contrac¬ 
tion or limits ("that is, it can reach any place and 
function at any time^. CButJ owing to avidya 
which is of the nature of karma, it has undergone 
contraction in accordance with their respective 
karma. (As a consequence), they enter into the 
bodies of created beings from Brahma downwards to 
the (smallest^ grass and obtain an extent of know¬ 
ledge which is in accordance with their respective 
bodies. They identify themselves with their respective 
bodies and perform actions suited to them and, in 
virtue of these actions, are caught up in the stream 
of samsara, which consists in the experience of 
pleasures and pains adapted to their nature. Their 
release from samsara is impossible except by devout 
self-surrender {prapatti) to the Lord. For this 
purpose, the Hastras teach that all souls {atmanah) 
are of the nature merely of knowledge (jnana) and 
are therefore exactly alike, and that since their 
substance or essential nature (svarapa) exists solely 
to subserve the purposes of the Lord, they have the 
Lord as their soul. They teach, further, that the 
essential nature (svarupa) of the Lord is different 
from all else, being absolutely opposed to all that is 
imperfect and being of the nature of bliss, that He 
is the abode of boundless, wonderful and innumerable 
auspicious qualities and that He is the soul of all, 
15 
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directing all things, sentient, and non-sentient, by 
His will. They teach (’finally^ that the means of 
attaining Him is devotion {bliaUi) to Him with due 
supplementary rites (anga). 

As stated in the following sIoTm :— 

“The soul or self is of the nature of bliss 
(ananda)] it is of the nature of knowledge (jnana); 
it is spotless (pure). Suffering (duJckha), ignorance 
and impurities are the qualities of prakriti (or 
matterJ and not of the soul. 

This means that since the qualities ("like 
suffering, ignorance and impurities^ are due to karma, 
which arises from the soul’s association with 
prakriti, they do not pertain to the substance or 
essential nature (svarupa) of the soul. By associa¬ 
tion with prakriti, suffering and the like result; by 
dissociation from prakriti, they cease to exist. 
Hence, by this discernment, they may be seen to 
belong to prakriti. 

The BJiagavad Qita says:- 

* “In one endowed with learning and character, 
in one who is a Brahmin only in name, in a cow, 
in an elephant, so also in a dog and in the man 
who eats dog’s flesh, the wise see the souls to be 
of the same nature (though in association with 
bodies that are diverse7’* Chap. 5,18. 

“The wise” are those who have the wisdom 
to differentiate, the soul e'er atma) from matter 

^ The Qrst two words in the sloka are interpreted by Sri Ramunuja 
in his Gita Bhashya as referring to two individuals. At first sight, 
it might appear that they mean "in a Brahmin endowed with 
leajrning and character**. . > . . 
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(praT<riti) which has taken the shapes of gods^ 
animals, men and plants* Those who have a 
knowledge of the true nature of the soul when it 
is dissociated from the specific form of matter 
see ( all) souls to be of the same nature, though 
existing in widely different forms and are therefore 
“seers of sameness” (sanuidarsanali). 

The Qita declares as follows:- 

“Those whose mind is aware of the sameness, 
(of souls when freed from matter^ - by them has 
release from bondage (mohha) been secured even 
here (((i. e.) though they have not yet obtained 
mohha, they are, for all practical purposes, like 
released souls). The soul dissociated from matter 
is without faults (differences) and may be called 
Brahman; they are therefore in Brahman CHenoe, 
they may be called released souls.^ 

‘Without faults’ (nirdosham) means “without 
the faults arising from association with specific 
forms of matter like the bodies of gods and the 
rest”. The soul of every one, in its essential nature 
or substance (syan/^a^, (apart from matter or 
has only the nature of bliss or knowledge and is 
therefore alike (in all). It has already been stated 
the sriitis, smritis, itihasas teach that these 
words denoting the respective bodies and the gram* 
matical coordination {samanadhikaranya) mean that, 
the soul which has been described so far exists only 
to subserve the purposes of the Jjori (seshatva), is 
controlled and directed by Him (niyamyatva) and is 
supported by Him (adfieyatva). 

The Bhagavad Oita says 

“ThiB prakriti or matter which is of the nature of 

Toi<fs and waB oopstitut^ by roSi 14 13. 
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hard to overcome; only those who have sought my 
protection can pass beyond praJcriti". (7, 14^. 

This comes to saying that the release of the Jiva 
from samsara, which is characterised by association 
with prakriti possessed of varied qualities resulting 
from karma, is impossible without self-surrender to 
the Lord (prapatti). 

The Srniis also state that there is no other way 
to attain Brahman. 

The Gita further says 

“This world is all pervaded by me without 
revealing my form; all beings rest in me (their 
inner self), Cbut) I do not depend on them; nor do 
they rest in me (by actual physical contact but by 
my wilU. Behold ray unique sovereignty (9,1, 6,). 
Thus, the varied nature of His divine Lordship 
is stated to arise from the possession of 
all powers. The same idea is proclaimed again 
Cin the following sloka):- 

“I hold the whole world under my control 
with a fragment of my might”. 

It means:— “I enter into this wonderful and 
varied universe as its soul and hold it under my 
control by my will. Thus, I am the possessor of 
the boundless splendour of this universe. I am 
the abode of immeasurable noble qualities and 
stand as an object of unsurpassed wonder”. 

So has it been said:— 

“The Lord is manifold while Cremaining) one; 
while He is manifold. He remains single; His 
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form is beyond thought; who is there capable of 
understanding it?". 

As ruler and controller, He remains one, 
enters into the varied forms of chit and achit as 
their inner self and thus appears in varied modes 
(praharah), directs them to perform varied deeds, 
and thus assumes many forms. Having entered 
into the world consisting of varied and wonderful 
forms with an extremely small fragment of His 
might, as their inner controlling self. He is seen 
as manifold. At the same time, Narayana, who is 
the Supreme Brahman and Purushottama, remains 
One, the Lord of all Lords, possessed of boundless, 
wonderful and innumerable auspicious qualities. 
He is of unsurpassed splendour and has a complexion 
similar to that of a black cloud. His eyes are clear 
and long like the petals of a lotus; He has a form 
resembling a thousand suns ^radiating countless 
beams^. As the Srutis declare, “He is * in the cave in 
the Supreme Ether (nitya vibhuti), in the § heavenly 
world yonder” ("and remains One^. Nowhere else than 
in the Lord is it possible that a thing possessing a 
certain nature and certain powers capable of 
performing only one kind of action and having only 
a single form could have other forms, other oharac* 
teristics and other powers. The Supreme Brahman 
described above is different from all other things 
and has the characteristics of all and possesses 
all kinds of power. Though He is single. He is 
of manifold forms, countless and varied. Since 
He has wonderful resources which are innumerable, 
He is also one that has neither an equal nor a 
superior. In Him manifoldness and singleness are 
not oppc^ed to each other. On the ground that 

* Taittiriya Aranyaka (1-1). 

§ Taittiriya (6-1). 
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He is also an object (like others), it is not proper 
to say that there is opposition or incongruity 
between the two (namely, oneness and raanifoldness). 


Note: - This world with all its wonderful variety is called Hhagavan^s 
Lila vibhuti, the splendid scene created for His play or Lila^ 
Bhaga van also transcends this woi Id and exists in the heavenly 
World, which is eternal and unchanging and which is called 
nitya vibhutin 

So has it been said 

“The (unique) powers of all things (like fire, 
water and the rest) are such as cannot be explained 
by reason or thought. ("What one substance posses¬ 
ses as its unique quality or power is not found in 
others^ For the same reason ( unique) powers such 
as that of creation and the like belong to Brahman 
(which is different from all else). O best of those 
that have performed austere penances, this is like 
the heat possessed by fire which is net to be found, 
for example, in water.” Vishnupuranam (1-3-2) 

This is what it comes to mean:—It would be 
unreasonable to expect that a certain power found in 
any one of such substances as fire, water and the 
like will be seen in others different from that sub¬ 
stance* Just as heat and other like qualities not 
found in water are found in fire which is different in 
kind Cfrom water), even so, in Brahman which is 
different from all other things, it is unreasonable to 
infer likeness with other things Cop the ground 
that Brahman is also a substance). 

So says (Akrura to Sri Krishna):- 

* “That great Being whose wonderful form this 
world is—with that wonderful being, namely, your¬ 
self, I have now come in contact”. 

• Vishnupurana (6-19-7), 



All these (truths) have been arrived at 
by a careful study of hosts of Vedio 
passiages with diverse significance and of their 
commentaries as accepted by the wise. For 
instance, in regard to creation and dissolution, 
(srishti&adpralaya), which are due to the infinite 
modifications of many ‘reals’ (tattvas) and in which 
there is no definite order of occurrence, the 8rutis 
and no other source of knowledge can give us any 
knowledge and, likewise, in regard to Brahman. 
But the Srutis describe them in different ways. 
Some Vedic texts describe Brahman as being with¬ 
out any attributes {nirgiina) and as being of the 
nature of knowledge:- “It is pure, free from stain; 
it is knowledge and bliss; it suffers no change; 
it has no parts; it never acts; it is peace; it has no 
attributes.” Thus these smtis say that Brahman is 
knowledge without any attributes* Again, it is 
said in some Srutis:- “In Brahman there are no 
differentiating features {nana) of any kind. He who 
sees difference (or differentiating features^ in 
Brahman - he goes from samsara to samsara (bondage 
to bondage)” Kata Upanishad 4—10. BrihadaranyaTca 
XJpanishad d - 1^), “When one has realised 

that all is Brahman, how is it possible to say that 
one sees and that another is seen, that one knows and 
that another is known”. BriJtadaranyaka Upanishad 
4-4r-14). There are these and other Vedio texts 
of this kind which deny plurality Ci. e.) that there 
are other things besides Brahman). There are other 
Vedio passages which say, “He who knows all and 
who knows the characteristics of all, — He whose 
actions (in creating the world) are of the nature 
merely of His will which is knowledge—(He is 
Brahman)” MundaJca Upanishad l-l-lO); “He who 
discriminates all fdrmS (rupa) — He in his wisdom 
gives them their names‘and calls' them Hy’ these 



names”. Taittiriya Purusha Sukta), ''All moments (in 
time) arose from the Supreme Being Purmha)" 

(Narayanopanishad). “He is free from all sin; old 
age does not afflict him nor Death; He is free from 
sorrow; He has neither hunger nor thirst; all 
desirable objects are ever with Him and His will 
is ever accomplished” Upanishad) (8-1-6). 

These texts deny the presence of such qualities as 
are considered imperfections in the world and 
affirm the existence in Him of countless auspicious 
qualities, of omniscience and of all forms of power 
or might. They affirm also that He gave forms 
and names to all things and that He is the support 
(adhara) of everything. Other Vedic passages 
state as follows:- “Everything is, indeed. Brahman, 
for everything arises from Brahman, is absorbed 
in Him, and has its being in Him (C'landogya 
Upanishad 3-14-1^. “ All this has Brahman as its 
soul (Chaiuiogya Upanishad 6-8-7^. These texts 
declare that the world created by Brahman is 
manifold and that everything is Brahman”. 
There are also a number of Vedic passages 
which say, “He who realises that the individual 
self is different from Iswara who directs him - 
he alone becomes worthy of His grace”. 
{Soetasvatara Upanishad 11). “He who knows these 
three - the experiencing self, the object of experience 
and the ruler who (Boetasvatara Upanishad 1). 

Prajapati desired as follows“I will create these 
beings”. “The Lord of the world, the Great Ruler 
who is Supreme, the Supreme Deity of all deities” 
Svetasvaiara Upanishad 6), “He who has every¬ 
thing under His control and rules over everything” 
Brihadaranyaka Upanishad, 6, 4, 22). These and 
other Srutis declare that Brahman is different from 
everything else, that everything (else^ is subject to 
His rule, that He is the ruler of all, that everytlppi^ 



(else^ exists to subserve His purposes {sesha) and 
that Iswara is the Lord (of alU. Other passages 
again say‘‘The Ruler who has entered into all 
beings and who is the soul of all" ( Ya,jur Aranyttka 
8, 2o3. “This self is the Inner Ruler who is 
immovtskV (Briliadaranyaka Upanishad (5-7); “He 
whose body is the earth, He of whom water is the 
body, He to whom fire is the body. He to whom 
primordial matter before it undergoes transformation 
(avyaktam) is the body. He to whom ahsJiara 
(chit) is the body. He to whom Death is the 
body. He to whom the soul of the Jiva is the body’’ 
(Brihadaranyaka Upanishad 5-7 )» These sruiis 
show that the relationship between every object 
other than Brahman and Brahman is that between 
the body and the soul. 

This being the case, these passages which are 
diverse in their meaning should be interpreted in 
such a way that they do not conflict with one another 
and that the primary and direct meaning {mukhyartha) 
is not given up and they have been so interpreted 
(by us). The Vedio texts which deny change or 
modification in Brahman have their direct meaning, 
because we state that the essential nature of 
Brahman (svarupa) is not subject to modification 
fand that these modifications are only in His body 
consisting of chit and achit)- The passages in the 
sruti which say that Brahman is nirguna ("without 
attributes or qualities^ are interpreted (by us) as 
meaning that Brahman is without those (objec¬ 
tionable qualities^ or imperfections that are found 
in the world associated with matter. The texts 
which deny plurality {nanatva) are, in no way, dis¬ 
regarded, because we hold that all things other 
than Brahman, both chit and achit, are His bodies or 
modes (prakara) and that He is the inner self of 



all, who has them as His modes. In this sense 
(we hold) that there is only one thing, viz; Brahman. 
The passages which say that Brahman is different 
from all else, that He is the Lord and Euler, that 
He is the abode of all auspicious qualities, that the 
objects of desire are ever with Him and that His 
will is supreme - these passages are accepted by us 
fjust as they are^ and stand unshaken. The texts 
which declare that Brahman is mere knowledge or 
bliss are interpreted by us as followsThe Supreme 
Brahman, who is other than everything else, who is 
the abode of all auspicious qualities, who is the 
Euler over all, for whose purposes everything else 
exists, who is the support of all things, who is the 
cause of the origin, continuance, and dissolution of 
everything else, who is free from all imperfections, who 
is not subject to any change or modification {oikara), 
who is the soul, of all — (this Supreme Brahman^ 
possesses fin our doctrine) knowledge which is of 
the nature of bliss as His essential attribute (the 
attribute which defines His sinrupa) and which is 
opposed to all impurity and that His essential nature 
(svarupa) is also knowledge, because He is self- 
evident or self-luminous. The declarations of unity 
(■between the Jiv% and Brahman found in the srutis 
like “That Thou Art’') bring out the relationship 
of the body and the soul that exists between them 
and that accounts for the grammatical co-ordination. 
In this sense we accept the authority of these 
passages also. 

By this interpretation, it may be asked, which 
of the doctrines {siddhanta) is proved as true 
according to the Vedas, the doctrine of non>differenoe 
(abheda) Cotherwise called advaita) or the doctrine of 
bhedabheda,. difference as well as non-difference or 
the doctrine of plurality or hhedcu The answer is 
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as follows: Since every one of them is taught in 
the Vedas, every one of them is accepted as true 
(in a sense^. Since Brahman has everything else 
as His body and as His prahara or mode, He is 
the only existing thing. Thus, ahhedn or adoaita 
is proved as true {in this sense). The one Brahman, 
we maintain, has sentient aud uon-sentient things, 
which are many and varied, as His praharas or 
modes and stands manifold. Therefore, lihedahheda 
is proved also to be true {in a sense). We hold 
that chit and achit are different both in their 
essential nature {svarnpa) and in their attributes 
(svahhava) from Iswara and should not bo con¬ 
founded with one another. Therefore, the bheda 
doctrine is also accepted as true. 

The Advaitin might here object and say, “But 
the sruti states: “That Thou art’* and “There is 
delay for him (who knows the unity of the Jim 
and Iswara^ only until he becomes free from the 
body.” These passages imply that only the know¬ 
ledge of unity between the Jiva and Iswara is^the 
means of attaining release from bondage, which 
is the supreme goal or end of life.” 

We answer:- “It is not so. The passage in 
Svetasvatara Upanishad I says, “Only by knowing that 
the Inner Self within, directing the Jiva, is different 
from the Jiva —(only thus does the latter attain 
immortality (amritatvam), having been admitted 
into His favour by Him”. “Thus” means **by reason 
of the knowledge of separateness”. “By Him” means 
“by the Supreme Self”. The words “becomes 
immortal, having been admitted into His favour” 
make it clear that the direct means of attaining 
immortality is the knowledge of the difference 
between the individual self and the Inner Buler who 



controls and directs. The Advaitin might say, “This 
text in Soetasvatara JJpanisJiad should be considered 
as referring to the attainment of Saguna Brahman, 
(i’ e-) Brahman with attributes, who is unreal. 
We ask:—‘Why should not the reverse be true, 
namely, that the knowledge of difference is the 
means of attaining immortality, since the Svetas- 
vatara text explicitly states it to be so, whereas the 
Ghandogya passage has no such explicit statement 
(to the contrary)? That is, when there is (apparent^ 
conflict between two ( texts^ of equal validity, their 
real import should be carefully studied without 
ignoring (either of them ). “How could there be no 
conflict?” it may be asked. The meaning of the 
Chandogya text is, “Since the individual self is the 
body of the Supreme Self, who is within the former 
as his inner ruler and director, the word “thou” 
means ‘’Brahman who has thee Cthe individual self) 
as His piaJcara or mode”. It should be understood 
in this way”. The meaning of the Soetasvatara 
text is that the difference between the Jiva who is 
the body or prakara and the Supreme Self who abides 
in him as his soul, who is free from all defects and 
imperfections, and who is the abode of wonderful 
and innumerable auspicious qualities should be borne 
in mind. This has been repeatedly explained. 

(In the Boetasvatara Upardshad I) it is said, 
“The experiencing subject (the individual selO, the 
object of experience (achit) and the Buler who 
directs all etc.” A thing which is the object of 
experience is of this nature:- it is non-sentient; 
it exists always for others; it is subject to changes 
or modifications and so on. The individual self, 
who is the experiencing subject, is of the following 
nature. It is essentially of the nature of infinite 
and pure knowledge and bliss; but owing to avidya^ 
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which is of the nature of beginningless Icarma, its 
knowledge is subject to contraction and expansion 
and it becomes connected with non-sentient matter, 
which is the object of experience or enjoyment 
and it is capable of obtaining release from bondage 
by devout adoration of the Supremo Being and 
has such other qualities. Brahman exists in the 
individual self as its Inner Ruler and also in 
non-sentient things as their Inner Ruler. ^Apart 
from these two) He exists also, in His essential 
nature, as the abode of countless attributes. 
Thus, the meaning of the Sr^etasvatara text is 
that Brahman exists in three forms. 

(Moreover) the sentence, “That Thou Art,” 
has been commented upon by wise acharyan of 
ancient times as teaching that the Brahman who 
is to be adored in sad-vidya is possessed of attri¬ 
butes {sayuna) and that the fruit of this adoration 
is the attainment of Sajuna^Brahman fBrahman 
with attributes). For instance, the Vahyakara says, 
“It is in accordance with reason that the 
goal is the attainment of Saguna-Brahman (since 
the adoration) according to sadoidya is of Baguna 
Brahman." This has been commented upon as 
follows by Dramidacharya, while pointing out the 
optional nature of the vidyas ( (i. e.) between Dalvara 
Vidya and Bad Vidya)'- “He who has ‘sat' in his 
mind does not meditate on the multitudinous 
qualities as apart from the deity, (as in the dahara 
vidya). Nevertheless, he worships only the deity 
that has qualities. Therefore, even by the medi¬ 
tation according to sad vidya, the fruit that results 
is the attainment of Baguna Brahman, “He who 
has in his mind” means '*he who meditates 
in accordance with sad vid/ya" The rest of 
the ^ntenqe means;- even though he does not 
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meditate oa the multitudinous auspicious 
qualities like freedom from blemish or sin as apart 
from the deity, like the one who practises the 
dahara vidya, he worships only the deity who has 
these qualities; since all these multitudinous and 
auspicious qualties are always associated with 
the essential nature (svarupa) of the deity- Though 
the deity is meditated on as possessed only of its 
peculiar and unique qualities, such as being the 
cause of the world and the like, yet the worship 
of the deity is only as qualified by all the auspicious 
qualities Avhich, as a matter of fact, are connected 
with its essential nature. Therefore, even in sad-vidya 
the goal is only the attainment of Saguna BraJmwt. 
Hence sad-vidya and dahara vidya are optional 
either of them may be chosen, the result being 
the same^. 

Kete;-~5a(/.f;fira, dahara vidya:- The Upanishads ordain some thirty- 
two forniu of meditation or adoration of the Supreme Being. 
In sad-vidya the meditation is on the Supren e Self as being the 
cause of the world. In dahara vidya the meditation is on the 
qualities or attributes of the Supreme Being* These vidyas or 
forms of meditation are not ail of them prescribed as necessaiy 
for everyone. Any one of them will do for attaining the desired 
" goal. So they are alternatives and it is within the option of each 
man to choose the form of vidya suited to his own nature. 


Here, another objection might be raised:— “It 
has been stated Cby you^ that the Supreme Self 
is the Inner Ruler who directs all creatures and that 
everything is subject to His direction and control. 
If so, there is no person qualified to follow (adhikari) 
the injunctions (vidhi) and prohibitions (nisJiedha) 
ordained in the scripture (such as “Do this” and 
“This should not be done")- He only is competent 
to follow injunotions and prohibitions such as 
‘•Do this” and “This should not be done” who is 
capable of action or refraining from action in aooc^* 
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anoe with his own reason. There is no 
such person (sinoe, according to you, every 
one is directed and controlled by the 
Supreme Self). In all actions, if the Supreme Being 
is considered (by you^ as the inspirer and director, 
His power of control over all is admitted to be true. 
It is also said in the sruti as follows “He whom 
this Supreme Being desires to raise to a higher 
position—him the Supreme Being directs to do good 
deeds. He whom the Supreme Being desires to oast 
down—him the Supreme Being directs to do evil 
deeds”. (Eaushitaki Upanishad 8-9,^. Further in 
making them do good and evil deeds, it would appear 
as if the Supreme Being is heartless fand partial^. 

The answer to this question or objection is as 
follows:- 

The Lord endows all sentient beings, in common, 
with the power of intelligence, the power of initia¬ 
ting action (pravritti), and all other such things as 
are necessary for the performance of actions and for 
abstention from actions and becomes their support 
to enable them to carry out their purposes. He also 
enters into them and controls them by giving' His 
assent. In all this, the Lord remains the Seshi for 
whom the Jiva exists. The Jiva or individual self, 
being thus endowed with these powers, acts or 
refrains from action in accordance with his own will 
(independently of the Lord). In these situations, 
the Supreme ^ing witnesses the Jiva doing these 
things and remains indifferent (or neutral). There¬ 
fore, everything is just. Directing some to do good 
deeds and some to do evil deeds is not without 
discrimination of any kind and not in common to all. 
If a person has already begun, of his own accord, to 
do things which are extremely pleasing to the Lord, 



the Lord becomes pleased with his love and endows 
him further with wisdom and inspires him to further 
deeds of merit. If, on the other hand, a person has 
already begun to do extremely evil deeds, the Lord 
strengthens him in his evil nature and makes him 
do, of his own accord, only cruel deeds thereafter. 
The Bhagavan says 

‘ To those who fin this way) worship me with 
loving devotion and who eagerly long for union 
with me at all times—I graciously vouchsafe unto 
them the mental power of realising me by which 
they become capable of attaining me.’' Gita (10-10). 

“To enable them to attain my gracei I reveal my 
attributes within their minds and with the shining 
lamp of wisdom concerning me, I destroy all 
karma resulting from ignorance.” Oita, flO-lU. 

“Those, who, owing to their cruel nature, show 
hatred to me—these wicked sinners I oast into 
the cycle of births and deaths and that too only 
in wicked forms of life (asiiri) that are inimical 
to me.” (' 16 - 19 ^. 


The means of attainment of Brahman (upaya) 

This Purushottama, who is the Supreme 
Brahman, can be attained only by means of 
devotion {bJuikti) which is of the nature of medita¬ 
tion (anudhyana), which seeks no other reward, 
which is constant and continuous, which is 
characterised by boundless love (to the Lord^ 
and M'hioh, by its vividness, has become the same 
as sense perception. ("And by whom can this be 
attained?^. By one whose multitudinous sins 
heaped up during all previous births have hbeh 
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destroyed by supremely meritorious deeds, who has 
won the Lord’s grace by seeking refuge at the 
lotus-like feet of the Supreme Person, whose 
knowledge of the truths and their real signifioahoe 
as obtained from the Scriptures has been render^ 
clear by the elucidation and explanation of gObd 
Acharyas and who, thereafter, comes to possess 
qualities of the spirit {fltmaguna) in ever increasing 
measure from day to day—qualities such as control 
of the mind, control of the senses, the practice 
of austerities and penances, purity of body, patience, 
straight-forwardness or integrity, the distinctive 
knowledge of what is to be feared f namely, ofience 
to the Lord and His devotees and the like) and 
fearlessness ('due to the conviction that the Lord 
is his Saviour), compassion (towards those that are 
afflicted with suffering,) abstention from injury (to 
living beingsj (ahimsa) and the like—Cby oneji who 
never ceases to perform the rites and duties 
prescribed to each varna f caste) and to each asrama, 
which have been prescribed as compulsory {nitya) 
and for special occasions (naimittika), as forms of 
worship of the Supreme Person and who desists 
from those actions that are forbidden—Cby one) 
who has surrendered, at the lotus feet of the 
Supreme Being, both himself and whatever belongs 
to him, who, on account of his devotion, is ever 
engaged in the praise of the Lord, in remembrance 
of Him, in adoration of Him, in obeisance to Him, 
in efforts (to render service to Him), in reciting 
His holy names, in listening to His qualities, in 
explaining His qualities to others, in meditation 
of Him, in performing poGja and in prostration 
before Him—who by these acts has pleased the 
Lord and has won the favour of the Supreme 
Person possessed of infinite mercy and whose 
mental darkness has been dispelled by His grabe« 
17 
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So has it been said by Bhagavan Yamuna- 
oharya, the great spiritual teacher, ‘‘He can be 
attained (only) by him whose mind has been purified 
by the two (viz., harma yoga and piaiia yoga) and 
whose devotion is absolute and is exclusively 
directed towards the Lord. 

Note i^Karma Yoga and Jnana Yoga t Karma Yoga consists in 
the performance of duties and rites prescribed for each caste and 
each asrama (stage of life), without caring for their fruits and with 
the idea that these acts are of the nature of the worship of the 
Lord. Jnana Yoga is realisation of one's self by the practice of 
Karma Yoga and of the disciplines prescribed in Yoga* These lead 
in their turn to Bhakti Yoga, which alone is directly capable of 
enabling a person to attain the Lord, 


The Sruti also says:- “He who knows both 
vidya and avidya overcomes his sins by avidya and 
attains immortality by vidya." (Isavasya Upanishad- 
11), Here, the word avidya means that which 
is other than vidya, namely, "karma or the performance 
of rites and duties ordained for each varna (caste) 
and each asrama (stage of life). The word vidya 
means meditation which has reached the form of 
devotion or bhakti. 

(That the word avidya is used in the sense of 
A-armas like sacrifices may be seen from the 

following shka):- 

“He, too, performed many sacrifices (Yajna) in 
order to cross (overcome^ his sins by avidya (i. e.) 
kavma, in order to possess the knowledge which 
comes of wise discrimination.” (Vishnupuratia: 
6-6-2). 

“He who meditates on Him in this manner 
attains immortality. There is no other way of 
salvation (moksha)"- (Purmha Bukta), Tam evam 
vidvan aifirita iha. hhavati, , 
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‘ Those who meditate on Him become immortal” 
(Taittiriya Upanishad). ya enam viduli amritas to 
bhavanti, 

”The person who meditates on Brahman attains 
the Supreme”. Brahmavid apnoti param. 

“He who meditate-^ on Brahman becomes 
Brahman (i. e.) (comes to resemble Brahman) 
(Taittriya AranyaTta). Brahma veda Brahmaiva 
bhavati. 

In all these sentences, the word vedava {vid=to 
know ) really means ‘meditation’, because it should 
have the same meaning as nididhyasitavyah “should 
be meditated upon”. 

Not© AdvaiHns hold that only Jnana or knowledge of unity between 
the Jiva and Brahman can bring about release from samsaf(». 
So they consider that the word vedana in the passages cited 
above means hnowUdgc and noc The Visishtadvaitin 

holds that ma and/nafta lead toand that hhakti alone 
leads directly to m9ksha. 

The following sriiti describes the nature of this 
meditation 

“This (Supreme) Being cannot be attained by 
mere reflection (manana) nor by mere meditation 
{medha) nor by listening to the manifold (Scriptures)* 
Only he whom the Supreme Being chooses—only 
by him can it be attained. To him alone the 
Supreme Being reveals Hia form (svarupay’-Mundaka* 
upanishad 8 - 2 - 9. * 

Not by mere vedana or meditation but by constant 
and continuous meditation which has come to attain 
the nature of devotion Cor bhakti)* Mere meditation 
cannot do it Cwa medhaya), 

♦ NoteThis is the meaning of the first part of this sruH as interpreted 
by Sri Sudarsana Sori, the great commentator of Vedartha 
Sangt€h9t and of Sri Bhashyam At first sight, one would be 
inclixied ^9 render the sfKif thus t- ''The Supremo Boiog cannbi 
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be attained by the exposition of doctrixM, nor by great menta 
power, nor by listening to the manifold Scriptures". 


This is what all this comes to mean:- Only 
when the man desirous of release from bondage who 
is qualified by meditation for vedana) and the like as 
ordained in Vedanta has come to perform this 
meditation in a spirit of boundless love fto the 
Lord^ - (only then) does he become capable of 
attaining the Lord. 

The Bhagavan has also stated the same:- 

“The Supreme Person can be attained only by 
exclusive devotion (hhakti)” (“exclusive” in the sense 
that the devotion is only to Him and to no other 
deity.^ Bhagavad Chita 8-22. 

“Only by exclusive devotion, 0 Arjuna, can 
I, whose nature is such, be known, realised and 
enjoyed." Ibid - 11, 64. 

“By devotion (bhakti) he comes to understand 
me - who I am and what my great attributes are. 
Having thus understood me, he then enjoys me," 
Ibid-18, 66. 

The meaning is this:- After that, he enjoys 
me owing to that devotion itself. 

Bhakti or devotion is only a special form of 
knowledge which is characterised by unsurpassed 
love, in which there is no expectation 
of any reward other than itself and which 
generates a dislike for all other things. The 
BruU f cited above J means that only he who has this 
kind of devotion is capable of being chosen by 
the Lord (for His (Jrace) and of attaining the Hord> 
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This kind of supreme devotion (para hhahti) 
which is a special form of knowledge arises only 
from hluikti yoga which, in its turn, results from 
harma yoga, the performance of rites and duties 
in absolute detachment in the spirit of service to 
the Lord, preceded by knowledge i^Jnana) of the 
essential nature of the soul that increases day to day. 

So says Bhagavan Parasara:— 

“The Supreme Person is worshipped by the man 
who performs the duties and rites of his varna 
and his asravia- There is no other way of pleasing 
Him”. VisJmupurana: 3-8-6. 

Purushottama, who is the Supreme Person that 
incarnated in this world for the redemption of the 
whole world, has stated this Himself:— 

“Listen to me. I will tell you how the man 
who is earnestly engaged in the performance of his 
duties attains salvation (siddhi). Having worshipped 
me, who is the cause of all action and by whom 
all this (world) is pervaded, by the f properJ 
performance of his duties and rites, man attains 
salvation {siddhi).” Bhagavad Q-ita (18-46). 

This means: He can be attained only by devotion 
which has gradually developed in strength, in 
accordance with what has been said before. 

This is the path indicated in all the srutis whose 
meaning has been made clear by ancient 
commentaries on the Veda and the Vedanta and 
approved, without exception, by holy persons 
such as BhagSivan Bodhayana, Tanka, Dramida, 
Cluhadeva, Eapardi and Bharuchi. 



Y. The validity of sources of knowledge (Pramana) and 

the arguments to prove that Narayana is the 
ultimate cause. 

By this (exposition of right doctrine^, Gharvakas, 
Buddhists, the followers of Eanada and Goutama, 
Jains, and the followers of Kapila and Patanjali, who 
are all unbelievers in the Veda, have been refuted, 
along with those who hold heterodox views, while 
believing in the authority of the Veda. Even among 
those who believe in the authority of the Veda, those 
whose vision is blind to a knowledge of the true 
nature of things are considered by Manu as on the 
same footing as those who do not acknowledge the 
authority of the Veda. 

“Those smrifin which do not acknowledge the 
authority of the Veda and those again that are 
heterodox in their vision (kiulrishti)-Bi.l[ these are of 
no avail after death; for they are associated with 
tamos''^ Manu: Srnriti 12-65). 

This is the moaning:- Only those whose essential 
nature is true sattcam untainted by any trace of 
rajas and tamos - only they interpret the right 
spirit of the Veda and have an understanding of 
the real significance of the Veda. 

So also has it been said in the Matsya Purana:- 

“Some Jcalpas ("cosmic, periods equal to a day 
of BrahmaJ are mixed, some are sativika, some 
again are rajasa, while others are tamasa." ^ 

Having pointed out the differences among the 
hdpas by saying that some among Brahma’s Jcalpas 
are mixed, some are sattvic, some are rajasict while 
others are tamasic, the greatness of (deities 
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{tattva) oharaoterised by sattvam, rajas^ and iamas 
is extolled in the puranas belonging to the respective 
Tcalpa by Brahma whose nature is coloured by 
qualities like sattvam. 

"Whatever piirana was dictated long ago in a 
particular Jcalpa by Brahma — in that kalpa it is 
only the greatness of the deity having, in full, the 
quality (pertaining to that halpa) that is described 
in accordance with the nature of that Jcalpa.” 
Matsyapuranam, 

Specifically, too, it has been said (as follows^.- 

“The greatness of Agni and Siva is extolled in 
purarias which are tamasic; the greatness of Brahma 
is highly described in puranas which are rajasic and 
in puranas which are sattvic, the greatness of Hari is 
seen prominently* Only those men who follow the 
yoga prescribed in these sattvilca puranas reach the 
Supreme Goal. In puranas which are mixed 
(samJeirna), the greatness of Saraswati and of the 
Pitris is described" and so on. 

This is what it meansSince Brahma is the 
first among created beings, in him too, on certain 
days Cof his), sattvam is predominant, in others 
rajas and in others still, tamas. 

So has it been said by Bhagavan 

Neither among the beings on the earth, nor again 
among th^ gods in soarga is there any created being 
free from these three qualities of matter ("viz., sattvam^ 
rajas and tamos). (BJiagavad Gita: 18 - 40). 

The Bruti says 

"He who first created Brahma and He who 
conveyed the Vedas to him—('He is Bhagavan^". 
(Bvstasvatara Upanishad 6 - Z5). 
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From this, it may be inferred that Brahma is a 
created being and that he too is subject to the 
authority of the Sadra, So, he, too, is a kshetrajrM 
(individual self). If there is a conflict (of statements) 
between the dictated by him on the days 

which were sattvic and those which were dictated 
by him on other days, only that purana which was 
dictated on the sattvic days is authoritative; those 
which conflict with it are not. The superior validity 
of a particular purana has to be determined 
after considering whether or not it was dictated 
by Brahma on his sattvic days. 

The effects (Icanja) of sattvam and the other 
qualities are stated as follows by Bhagavan Himself:- 

“From the development of sattvam arises jnana or 
perceptual knowledge of the real nature of the soul; 
from the development of rajas arises desire (for the 
pleasures of this life and of svarga) and from tamos 
arises engagement in evil deeds due to negligence 
and false knowledge, which again lead to the 
deepening of tamas and consequently of ignorance or 
want of knowledge”. Bliagavad Gita: (1^1)* 

“That intelligence (hitdrlhi) which discriminates 
between action (that leads to the pleasures of this 
world-—pravritti) and abstention from such action 
(that leads to moksha) — (nivritti), between what ought 
to be done and what ought not to be done, between 
what is to be feared (violation of the teaching of the 
Scripture) and what is not to be feared (following the 
path indicated in them^ and between bondage 
(samsara) and release {moksha)^th.B,t intelligence, 
P Arjuna, is sattvic, 

• “That intelligence, 0 ! Arjuna, is rdjastc which 
does not understand properly what is meant 
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dharma and adharma, and what ought to be done and 
what ought not to be done”. 

“That intelligence which considers adhetrma to be 
dharma owing to its being clouded by tamas 
(ignorance) and which understands all things 
perversely is, O Arjuna, tamasic" : Bhagavad Gita 
(Xi - 17 and 18 - 30, 31 & 32). 

The authors of the pitranas learnt what is said 
in the respective puranoH only from Brahma and then 
composed the pur anas. This may be seen ffrom the 
following sloka) 

“I will tell you how, being asked by the great 
rishis like Daksha, Bbagavan Brahma born in the 
lotus, related to them long before (what is said 
in the puranas ): Vishnu-puranami 1,2 & 8> 

If it be asked how the decision should be 
arrived at in oases where there is mutual conflict 
(of statement) among the passages in the Vedas 
which are not of human authorship, we have 
already said that the conflict may be resolved by 
a careful consideration of what goes before and 
what comes after and then determining the 
purport* 

Here are some passages in the srutis which 
appear to be conflioting:- 

(1^ “Having withdrawn all the senses with 
the mind (from external objects) and flxed them 
on the Supreme Being, one should meditate 
on Isana" Aiharva Hikha. 

(2) “Brahma, Vishnu, Budra and Indra are all 
created beings* What is to be meditated on is the 

18 
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f ultimatej cause. Only Bcimbhu, who is possessed 
of all supreme powers and who is the Lord of 
all, is fit to be meditated upon in the midst of 
the sky”: Atharva SikJia. 

(3) “He, to whom there is none superior nor 
inferior, He, than whom there is nothini; smaller 
or greater. He who stands alone and unshaken 
like a tree in the heavens — by him is all this 
f universe) filled. Soetasoatara Upanishad (Chap IIU* 

“What is above Him is formless and faultless, 
and those who meditate on it become immortal; 
others are afflicted with sorrow* That (Being) 
has its faces everywhere, its heads everywhere, 
its necks everywhere. It lives in the cave of the 
heart of all creatures. It pervades all things* 
It is Bhagavan who is called 8ioa" Svetasvatara 
Upanishad (Ghap IIU. 

(4) “When there was darkness {tamos) every - 
where, there was no such (division) as day and 
as night; there was no sat (existenceJ and no 
asat (non-existenceJ. Only ^8iva existed’. That 
is the reality existing Avithin the sphere of the 
sun which is worthy of adoration. It is from it that 
during creation, the jnana of beings attains expan¬ 
sion. Svetasvatara Upanishad, 

It has been already pointed out that Naniryana 
is the Supreme Brahman. How, then, could it be 
said that this does not conflict with the . passages 
cited above, where Siva is stated to be the Supreme 
Being? (it may be askedThis is a small matter. 
The Vedas with their angas (supplementary treatises 
like Siksha and Vyakaraiia), as elucidated g-n d 
elaborated by the principles of interpretation 
enunciated in the words of Vedio scholars 
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CMiraamsakas) declare that Hari is the cause of 
the world’s origin and the like. The *(8uira1cara) 
says:- “From whom (’are) the origin and the like 
of this f world) - fthat is Brahman)” -1, 1, 2, “That 
from which all these beings are born, that by 
which those that are born continue to live, that 
into which all these are merged - that is 
Brahman” Taitfriya Bhrignvalli : 1 

Nott;—* Badarayana. the author of the Brahma Sutras, 

Prom these it is evident that Brahman is the 
cause etc., of the world. This has to be under¬ 
stood only from the sections dealing with the 
creation of the world. “This * ("world) existed, my 
dear, as Sat at the beginning, single and without 
a second.” From this text, it is learnt that the 
material cause and the instrumental cause of the 
world and that which is the Inner Ruler—that 
these form the ("one) final cause and that this final 
cause is what is denoted by the word Sat. In 
another sakha or Cbranoh of the Veda), the same 
meaning is conveyed in: “This existed at the 
beginning as Brahman, alone.” Here, the final cause 
is referred toby the word‘Brahman’. So it is seen that 
what is referred to by the word Sat is only Brahman. 
In another sakha the same meaning is conveyed 
in:- “This t existed fn the beginning as atTna alone”, 
where ('the final cause) is referred to by the word 
atma. In another sahha the same meaning is 
OQUveyed in:- “Only § Narayana existed (then)j 
neither Brahma nor Isana (Siva), nor the sky nor 
%e earth nor the stars”. ("The final cause) is here 
referred to by the word ‘Narayana’. From this it 
nqifiy be determined that, by the words expressive 

* Briharanyaka Upanishad : 8 - 4 - 10. 

t Aiteraya Up. 2-4, 

§ MahopmMtddi ■ • - - 
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of the final cause like Bat, Brahman and the like, 
only Narayana is referred to. 

Note;—The principle of interpretation enunciated by the Mimamsa Sastf^ 
here referred to is this When^ in a certain context, a number 
of words of which the earlier are generic and the latter specific 
are employed to denote a thing, the generic words refer only to 
the thing denoted by the words whieh are more specific. Here 
Sat (existent^ is an extremely comprehensive word referring to all 
that exists, both small and great, sentient and non-sentientt 
Next comes Brahman which excludes small things and applies 
only to the great [hrihat). Uore specific is the word atma fMOM\) 
which excludes non-sentient things and applies only to the 
conscious self. The word ‘‘Narayana’’ is the most specific of all 
beings, more specific than atma (the conscious self which includes 
the individual self as well). Therefore, Sat, Brahman and atma 
refer only to Narayana* 

In Narayanopanishad, (6-2) the passage beginning 
with *‘‘Him whom seers describe as being in the 
ocean” and ending with “No one has taken hold of 
Him (i. e.) known Him either above or across or in the 
middle. No one rules over Him. He, indeed, is 
greatly famous (as the creator and protector of the 
world). His form is incapable of being seen, and no 
one can see Him with his eye. He can be realised 
only by the mind endowed with devotion and resolu¬ 
teness. Those who meditate on Him become 
immortal”—this passage brings out His being 
beyond all else, denies the existence of anything 
superior to Him and then states that this 
passage should be taken as being one with the 
t eight hymns (rihs) beginning with “Hiranyagarbha 
arose from the waters.” That these rika treat 
of the Supreme Person and are in praise of 
Narayana is indicated by the sentence, “Hrih (i. e.^ 
Bhumi) and Lakshmi are His consorts.” 

« 'Lying on the ocean’ and 'being the Spouse of Lakshmi’ are marks 
from which it may be inferred that the deity referred to is 
Narayana. 

t See Appen<)u( for the meaning of these eight hynms. 
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The same idea is explicitly stated in the 
Narayana AnuvaJcai- “He is the God with a thousand 
heads; He sees all things; He looks after the 
welfare of the Universe; The Universe is Narayana 
Cbeoause He is its soul). The Purusha is the Universe 
because it depends on Him for its existence. 
Narayana is the Supreme Brahman, Narayana is 
the Supreme Reality or Truth, Narayana is the 
Supreme Light, Narayana is the Supreme Self. 
He is the infinite, changeless Seer who has his 
residence in the ocean. He confers benefits on 
the world; Beginning with these sentences and 
ending with '‘He is Brahma, He is Siva, He is 
Indra, He is the freed soul (aJcshara); He is the 
Supreme Ruler with absolute sway (svarat)”, (the 
Anuvaka) employs words which, in all the branches 
of the Vedas, denote the Supreme Reality (Tattva)- 
words like ‘the freed soul’, ‘Siva’, ‘Sambhu’, “The 
Supreme Brahman”, ‘The Supreme Light’, “The 
Supreme Truth or Reality”, ‘The Supreme Goal’, 
and the ‘Supreme Being’ to denote only Narayana 
as endowed with the respective qualities. (The 
Anuvaka) further points out that all other things are 
dependent on Him, are pervaded by Him, are 
supported by Him, are controlled by Him, exist for 
Him to serve His purposes and have Him as their 
soul. It shows how Brahma and Siva are of the 
same category as Indra and others and are therefore 
among His glories (vibhuii). This passage in the 
Anuvaka is solely intended to determine the 
nature of the Supreme Reality for tattva). Apart 
from this, nothing else is prescribed here. The 
adoration of Brahman, who is declared in this 
passage as being above all else, is ordained in 
other. passages (elsewhere), such as ‘'He who medi¬ 
tates on Brahman attains the Supreme**. The 
passage marked CPage lAL) above means “One 
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should meditate on the Supreme Being who is the 
cause of everything by withdrawing the senses and 
the vital breaths and fixing them on Him”. It 
prescribes therefore only the meditation on Narayana, 
who is the Supreme Brahman. Thn word ‘Isana’ 
applies to him (and not to Siva^ because the 
8rlitis say He is the Lord of the Universe and 
‘There is no ruler over Him’. 


Note:—The word 'Isana' has, for its conventional meaning (roodi)t 
Siva. But here, it has it« etymological meaning {yoga) viz,, one 
who rules. 


The passage marked (2) ('Page 14U also prescri¬ 
bes the meditation on Narayana who is the ultimate 
cause and who can be called ‘Sarabhu’. “On whom 
should one meditate?”. The passage beginning 
with this (question^ and ending with “The cause 
should be meditatated on” lays down first that 
the effect or what has been produced should not 
be meditated on and that only the cause is fit 
to be meditated on. Narayana’s being the ultimate 
cause and, likewise, His being denoted by the word 
‘Sambhu’ are declared in the Narayana Anmaha, 
which deals solely with the question of determi* 
ning what the ultimate cause is. Therefore to 
give any other interpretation is against reason in 
regard to this passage which ordains that the 
cause should be meditated upon. 

In passage (3) (Page 142) it has been stated that 
the words “What is above Him” refer to the 
Supreme Reality being other than the Purmha. 
This, too, has been refuted by what has been said. 
For the meaning of the passage is as follows:-^ 
“There is nothing else superior" to fliin and/ 
nothing can therefore be' above BSm'^ ttp irt 
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other words, it means, “Nothing that is other 
than the Purusha can, in any way, be superior”. 
The word aniyastvam Csmallness) means subtle¬ 
ness. *jya^astvam' Cgreatness) means “Lordship 
over all". So, the meaning is “Since He 
pervades all and is the Lord of all, no one 
other than He can have the fsame^ subtlenes 
or the Csame) greatness of lordship; “than whom 
there is nothing more subtle nor greater” denies 
the superiority of any one other than the Purusha. 
So the supremacy of any other deity is against 
reason. 


Note :—Aniyastvam (smallness, which means here, 'subtleness*. That 
which is subtle can pass through things that are gross. Light, 
for instance, can pervade or pass through glass, being more 
subtle than glass. Xrays are more subtle than ordinary light, 
since they can pass through or pervade even things like, wood, 
flesh, s/c., through which ordinary light cannot pass. Brahman 
is the subtlest of all. lor it can pervade all other substances 
without exception, 


If it is asked what this passage means, the 
answer is as follows:— At the beginning of this 
section (UpaJerama), it is said, “Only by meditating 
on Him does a person attain immortality. There 
exists no other way”. Thisshows that the meditation 
on the Person is the cause of immortality and 
that the meditation of any one other thau He is 
no way at all. Then follows the sentence, “There 
is nothing else that is superior to Him”, This 
declares that the Person is above every one else. 
Since the Real oalled Purusha (Purusha tattvam) 
alone is superior to all else, it is formless and 
faultless. “Those who meditate on it become immor* 
tab Others have only sorrow?” By these sentences the 
meditation on the Purusha being the cause of 
immortality and that of others not being the 
proper w^iiy, which were stated before as propo- 



146 


sitions, are now oonoladed with reasons. Clf it is 
interpreted) otherwise, the conclusion would be in 
conflict with the two statements or propositions 
(pratijna) stated at the beginning. Since this 
Real called Purusha is free from all taint of im¬ 
purity, He has the quality of purity and is fit to be 
called Siva and is known also from the words “the 
eternal, the pure” {Sasmtam, Bivam, Achyutam). 
It is only the Purusha that is referred to by the word 
CSiva), as may be seen from what follows:— “He 
is the great Purusha, the Lord fofalU ("who can 
give us the object of all our efforts, viz., mohsha, 
the one who inspires {us) with goodness sattvam)”. 

By the same argument Cas is followed above) 
in the passage marked (4) (Page 142) “There was no 
sat nor asat. Only Siva existed”, everything should 
be interpreted (as before) (i. e.) Siva refers to 
Narayana. 

Further, in the AnuvaJca (section) which begins 
with {Amhhasyapare) “In the boundless water (i. e.) 
(the ocean) the Purusha is described as One who 
is without an equal or a superior in “No one 
rules over Him”, The same Purusha is des¬ 
cribed in the Anuvaha or section beginning with “He 
is subtler than the atom” and is called“Maheswara” 
who is signified by the syllable a (^) which is 
the origin (prahriti) of pranava fthe syllable aum 
which, in turn, is the origin of the Veda, 
being both the beginning and the end thereof* 
The Anuvaha then prescribes the meditation of 
the Purusha as existing within the ether (akoMi) 
of the lotus-like heart. This is the meaning:- 
Of all the Vedas, the syllable aum (pranava) is 
called the origin. Of pranava, too, the origin is 
the syllable a (ll). The Veda which is an evdlute 
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from pranava has obtained the form of its origin 
(namely, pranava). He who is expressed by the 
syllable a (31) which is the origin of pramvo, 
is Maheswara. He who is denoted by the syllable 
a which is the origin of all words that are ex» 
pressive and who is also the origin of all things 
denoted by words—He is Narayana. 

The Bhagavan has said the same Ciii the 
following^:— 

“I am the origin of all the world and, likewise, 
of its dissolution. Dhananjaya, there is nothing 
else that is above me”. Bliagavad Qita 7—6 &7). 

“Of all syllables, I am the syllable a”. Ibid 
(10-38). 

Narayana is that which is denoted by the syllable 
a, for the 8ruti says is Brahman”. All words 
have the syllable a as their origin, for it is said 
"All speech is the syllable a". That all things 
expressed or denoted by words have Brahman as 
their origin is evident. So since the syllable a 
denotes Narayana, it follows that Narayana is 
the Maheswara (referred to in this Anuvahi and 
not Siva). And this has been explicitly declared 
in the Narayana Annvdka whose purpose is solely 
to determine the Supreme Reality. 

The same Supreme Reality {Paratattva) which 
is determined in this Anuvaka that has no 

ol^er purpose is denoted by other words 

in all passages which treat of other subjeets 
(like the cause of the world). And this truth is 
brought out by the Sutrakara in Brahmasutra (1 — 
1—81^ which says: “This instruction (is based^ 
on insight into the Bastras, as by Vamadeva”. On 
19 
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the ground that the Supreme Brahman is signified 
by the words Brahma, Siva and the like, it would 
not follow that Brahma and Siva are Supreme 
Realities, for, in this Anuvaka which has no other 
purpose than treating of the Supreme Being, 
Brahma and Siva are placed among the glories 
{vibhutis) of the Supreme Being, on the same 
footing as Indra and others. From the fact that 
words like Prana are ( sometimes) employed in 
the Srutis to denote the Supreme Brahman, it 
would not be right to say that Prana fthe vital 
breath) and akasa (ether) and the like are the Supreme 
Reality- 


Note :—Suira I - i -- In what is called Praiardana Vidya in K^ushitaki 
Ufanishad, Indra says, ''Worship me. lndra» the slayer of 
Vritra', The Suttakara discusses the meaning of this passage and 
comes to the conclusion that the object of meditation or 
worship is not Indra but the Inner Self of Indra (namely) 
Brahman. So, India's teaching is that the Inner Self within 
himseli should be meditated on. In this he had in mind the 
Sastra which says that Brahman is the Inner Self of all. 
Vamadeva. the seer, taught in the same way. So here too, 
Brahma and Siva mean the Inner Self of Brahma and Siva, 
namely, Narayana, 


Now for another objection:—In Chandogya 
Upanishad (I - 8 ) occurs the following passage 
“In this city of Brahman (viz., the body of the 
worshipper) there is a small abode like the lotus 
(viz., the heart); inside (that abode) there is an 
infinitely small akasa ( ether). What is within that 
akasa or ether should be sought. That is to be 
known”. “The word akasa here denotes TBrahman), 
the material cause of the world, and what we are 
asked to do is to seek Cand know) something that is 
within that akasa ("for purposes of meditation). 
This akasa is said to be the dispenser of names and 
forms. As in the Purusha Bakta, the Purusha 
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is called the dispenser of names and forms, 
the object of search and meditation is (not 
the Akasa or Purusha) but something else that 
is within the Akasa which is synonymous with 
Purusha. 


Note;—This view is that of Vyomaiita Vadis (i. c.) those who hold that 
beyond vyoman or Akasa viz., Narayana, there is a higher 
principle* a higher Real or tattva which is prescribed as the object 
of meditation or worship. 


This objection can be raised only Jby those 
who have not studied the Veda (properly^ and 
who have not seen the writings of those that 
have studied the scriptures. For the 8ruti itself 
gives the answer to this objection. So also the 
Vakyakara. The 8ruti raises the question, “What 
is there within that small akasa that should be 
sought and that should be known?” and answers thus 
“This akasa, which is within the heart, is as 
immense as the physical or material akasa, thereby 
indicating that Brahman, the Supreme Person, 
who is denoted by the word akasa, is of bound¬ 
less splendour and is the cause and the support 
of the world. Then the 8ruti proceeds to state: 
“In this, all auspicious qualities {kamas which are 
objects of desireJ are established eternally. This 
self (atma) is untainted by evil,, has no old age, 
nor death, no sorrow, no hunger, nor thirst: it 
has all objects of desire and its will is irresistible* 
Thus, the eight qualities beginning with freedom 
from evil and ending with irresistible will are 
placed in it fnamely, the akasa or Brahman). 
So, by saying that, in the same way as the 
Supreme Person is meditated on, the eight qualities 
of the Supreme Person, too, are to be separately 
known Cft&d meditated on), the itself has 
rioted this objection. 
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This is what it comes to“What is there 
within it that is to be sought? To this question 
the answer is: “In Him (viz., the akasa) are 
qualities like being the creator and supporter of 
the world, the quality of being its controller, the 
quality of being one for whom the' world exists, 
freedom from evil and the like. This is the 
refutation of the view held by the Vyomatitavadim, 
The Vakyakara, too, says:- By ‘‘What is within 
it” the Jcamas are referred to. Eamas are those 
which are desired fi. e.^ attributes like freedom 
from evil. The real purport is the following;- 
That Brahman, which is referred to by the word 
Ddhara Ahasa (the small ether ) and which, as a form 
of play, creates, maintains and dissolves the 
whole world and so also, the supremely wonderful 
eight qualities like freedom from evil which are 
within it, both these are to be sought and known. 
The Bruti says again, “Those who depart Cfrom 
this worlds after knowing this atm%n CBrahman^ 
and also its qualities—to them there is freedom 
to go about as they please in all the worlds.” 

But it may be asked:- "How is it that, in 
a sentence which lays down Cthe injunction,) that 
only the ('Ultimate^ Cause is to be meditated 
upon, Vishnu, who is described as the Supreme 
Reality in passages which are devoted to no 
other purpose than the determination ('of the 
Supreme Reality) is placed among created beings?” 
(The answer to this question is as follows:-,) 
“We have to understand that Vishnu who is 
placed here alongside Brahma and Rudra wanted 
to complete the number of the Reals {jtattvas) 
who were His own creations and, by way of 
sport and by His own will, incarnated ^ Vishnu, 
^to make the number three). This is just like 
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the Supreme Being incarnating as Upendra, by 
way of sport, to complete the number of the gods 
(devas), and also like the Supreme Brahman 
incarnating, by His own will, as the son of 
Dasaratha to complete the number of kings born 
of the solar race, and like Bhagavan incarnating 
in the house of Vasudeva by His own will to 
relieve the burden on the goddess of the earth, 
while completing the number of the kings of the 
lunar race. 

It has already been said that, in all contexts 
dealing with creation {srishti) and dissolution 
(pralaya), Narayana alone is stated to be the 
ultimate cause. 

Notei—An avatara is not a creation by somebody else. It is a form 
taken by the Supreme Being, by His own will, for a definite 
purpose. So an avatara is not a harya (effect) and may be the 
Havana or cause. 

It may be objected again that, in the Atlmrva 
Biros, Siva describes himself as possessed of supreme 
lordship. The Srtiti itself replies to this objection 
by saying: “He has entered into all and into all 
the quarters.” CThe word ‘He’ in this sentence 
refers to the Supreme Being and not to SivaJ. 
Therefore, it was said so by Siva on the ground 
that the Supreme Being had entered into Him. 
The Butrdkara himself has explained the meaning 
of this and other such passages by saying, “This 
instruction Cis based) on insight into the Bastras, 
as by Vamadeva” (”1—1—81). So also has it been 
stated by Prahlada:* 

•‘Since Ananta CNarayana) pervades every¬ 
where, I am He; from me Carises) all; 1 am all; 
everything is in me who am eternal.” Vishnu 
jmrtmam'. 1-19-85., 
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“Since Ananta pervades everywhere" gives 
the reason ffor the statement made by Prahlada^. 
The Supreme Being pervades all, because He is 
the soul of everything, sentient and non-sentient, 
which forms His body. Therefore, it has been 
said that all words ('like Siva and the rest) de¬ 
note only the Supreme Being. Hence the word 
‘I’ (aham) in Prahlada’s speech refers only to the 
Supreme Being who has for His modes (prakara) 
the soul of himself. The Vakyakara, therefore 
says, “It is said in such statements as Brahman 
should be meditated on as the soul ('of alU, 
since it is the cause of all ” It is only the 
Supreme Self that stands as the effect fkrxrya) 
and as the cause and has for His body, sentient 
and non-sentient things, both in their gross and 
in their subtle state. So. the Vakyakara says 
‘It is the cause of all.’ The Butrakara also says:- 
“Brahman should be meditated on^ as the soul; 
(it is^ in this way that ("previous worshippers.) 
have meditated, ("The Sostras) too give the same 
instruction ("IV -1 - d). 

In the Mahahltarata also, in the dialogue 
between Brahma and Budra, Brahma says to 
Rudra;- 

“* (He) is the inner self of you, of 
myself, and of all who are called 
embodied beings” (i. e.) Narayana, who is the 
Supreme Ruler ("Parameswaraj is the Inner Self 
of Rudra, Brahma, and other embodied beings, {dehi). 

In the same ("treatise) occurs (the following^:— 

“+ Vishnu is the soul of Bhagavan Siva {Bhava) 
who is possessed of immeasurable splendour”}. 

• Mahabharata: mo: 179—4 

t Do Do; 196—10 
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In the same/again occurs^ the following^:— 

“• These two (Brahma and Budra^, greatest of 
gods who are stated to have been produced from the 
graciousness (prasada) and wrath Crespeotively) 
of Vishnu, act as the agents of creation and destruc¬ 
tion following the path pointed out by Him 
(Narayana/’. 

The meaning is;— Brahma and Rudra carry out 
the work of creation and destruction, having been 
shown the way by Narayana who resides within 
them as their Inner Self. 

Here ends the section proving that Narayana 
is the ultimate cause. 


The argument to prove 

that Brahman is the Instrumental Cause (nimitta karana) 

as well as the Material Cause (upadana karana). 

Those who maintain that the Instrumental 
Cause {nimitta karana) of the world should be different 
from the material cause {upadana karana) should 
be looked upon as outside the pale of the Vedas 
(for their view is against that of the Vedas). This 
view is also aginst that of the Sutras composed 
by that fgreat) authority on the Vedas, (Badarayana), 
such as, “(That) from which arise the origin eic>, 
of this Cworld) (is Brahman)” (1.1-2) and 
‘‘Brahman is also the material cause {prakriti) since 
this is not in conflict with the proposition and the 
illustrations”. (1—4—23). 

It is also against a large number of srutis (e. g.) 
(1) “This, my dear, existed at the beginning 
as sat and without a second” (2) “It resolved 

*Mahabharata: ka. Par: 35—^50 
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that it should become the manifold”, (S) **Brahman 
is the forest and Brahman is the tree from 
which they made the world”, CBJ “Brahman 

presided supporting the worlds", (i) “All the 
moments (of time) took their origin from the 

Purusha, whose splendour is like that of lightning", 
(5^‘'No one rules over Him. Great fame is His”, 
(6^ There is nothing here of plurality (nana), 
(7) “He has everything under His control and is the 
ruler over all”, (8) The Purusha alone is all this, 
both the past and the present and He is the ruler 
of all, (9) “There is no other way of attaining Him”. 
Likewise in the Ithihasas and Pur anas, while 
describing creation and dissolution, this falone^. 
Brahman or Narayana^, is indicated to be the 

highest reality (paratattva):- 

In the Maltabharata occur the following {slokas):- 

“By whom was all this created, O Brahma 
fliterally grand - father,) both the moving and the 
non-moving? Whom do they go to at the time of 
dissolution (pralaya)? Tell me this; 

“Narayana has the ( whole^ world as His body; 
He is the inner self (atma) of all; He is eternal”. 

“The rishis, the pitris, the gods, the great 

elements, the tissues of the body (dhatu) - 
world consisting of moving and non-moving things— 
all had their origin from Narayana". 

Note;«*-»(i) shows that Brahman is both the material and the instrv- 
mental cause/ (2) shows His being the instrumental cause, 
CS) shows His being the material cause, ^4) shows His being 
the iostrumeutal cause, (5) shows His being the material cause, 
(6) shows His being the instrumental cause, (7) shows both. 

The Vishnu Pur ana which is accepted unani¬ 
mously by all learned men {sisktas) in the east, 
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north, south, and west as being adequate, by 
itself, to determine the nature of all dharma 
fduty^ and of all reality (tattva) raises the question, 
“The cause of the origin and the like of the world 
is understood to be Brahman; What is that cause?” 
and answers it by saying “("All this^ arose from 
Vishnu”. From such passages as this, it is agreed 
on all hands that this purana exsits solely for 
the purpose of pointing out the specific form of 
Brahman (viz., Vishnu^. 

So also in the concluding section of this treatise 
it is said:— 


“(The nature of ) Prah iti, both in its manifested 
state (vyaJcta) in creation and in its unmanifested state 
(avyakta) during pralaya, has been explained by me and 
so also, Cthe nature of^ Puruha (the individual self). 
Both of them merge in the Supreme Self”. CThis 
means that the Supreme Self is the ultimate cause 
of the worlds. 

“The Supreme Self is the support of all and 
is the Supreme Ruler {Parameswara), In the Vedas 
and the Vedantas ("the Upanishad), it is celebrated 
in song by the name of Vishnu”. 

The meaning is “He alone is celebrated in song 
in all the Vedas and Vedanta by all words as the 
ultimate cause. Just as the Narayana Anuvdkcb’* 
among all the srutis, interests itself solely in 
determining the specific form of the Supreme 
Brahman, so also this Vishnu Purana says:— 

“From you, O, knower of dharma, I desire 
to learn whence this world arose, how it arose, 
whence it will arise again and how it will 
arise; illustrious sir, tell me by whom it is pervaded 

SO 



and in wliom this world of moving and non~moving 
things lay merged before and in whioh it will become 
absorbed again”. Having begun, in this way^ to ask, 
“What is this Supreme Brahman?”, it proceeds to 
describe the specific nature of this Supreme 
Brahman:— 

•‘From Vishnu possessed of the will (to create^, 
this world took its origin; in Him alone it stands; 
He maintains it and controls the world; He is 
the world. 

“He is greater than the great; He pervades 
everywhere; He is seif - supported; He is with¬ 
out the specifications of genus, quality and the 
like. He is not subject to decay and death, to 
modification, to growth and to birth. He is 
capable of being spoken of only as existing 
always. 

“He is everywhere and everything has its 
abode (vasati) in Him. Therefore, the learned 
speak of Him as Vasudeva* 

“He is the Supreme Brahman—eternal, because 
He is unborn, unchanging, and without end. He 
is always of the same nature; He is pure, because 
there is no blemish or imperfection in Him, as 
He is free from Tearma” 

“AH this universe which is of the nature of 
the manifest and the unmanifest, and whioh 
also stands in the form of jmrusha Cthe individual 
self^ and of kola ftime^ is only He." 

“He is beyond prahrUi ('matter) which is the 
cause of all the elements (bhuta), beyond its 
evolutes or modifications (like mahat and aha/nhara) 
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and beyond blemishes like the guruan ("of 'prakriti 
viz., sattvam, rajas and tamas.) He is beyond all 
obscuration (avarana). He is the soul of all, 
0 Sage, because all parts of the world are 
pervaded by Him.” 

“The essential nature of His divine self has 
the quality of all auspiciousness. He supports 
all sorts and kinds of beings with but^ a small 
fraction of His might* At His own will and 
pleasure, He assumes wonderful forms pleasing to 
Him; and ("this He does) to promote the well¬ 
being of the whole world.” 

“He is the unique abode of qualities like 
splendour, strength, wisdom, valour and might. 
He is the greatest of the great; in Him there are 
no such things as pain, because He is the ruler 
of the great and the small* 

‘•He is Iswara; He is of the nature of Jims in 
their individual state {vyashti) and in their 
collective, causal state {samashtiy, so also He is 
of the nature of the manifested and the unmanifested 
state Cof matter^. He rules over all; He knows the 
nature of everything and of every mode of every¬ 
thing"* 

“That knowledge by which this (Brahman) that 
is free from the taint {dosha) (peculiar to prakriti), 
that is pure (without the karma which binds the 
Jiva), that is incapable of being ever tainted (by 
karma like the released souls>, that is supreme and 
always the same-that knowledge alone is knowledge; 
the rest is called ajnana Cignorance/’. 

In this way the Vishnu Parana is interested 
^'ly in determining the speoifio form of the Supreme 



Brahman. Therefore, other puranas are to be so 
interpreted as not to oonfliot with it. That they are 
interested in other subjects (than Brahman^ may 
be seen even in * the manner in which they begin* 
That in them which is entirely opposed (to what is 
in the Vishnu Parana) should be disregarded as 
due to tamas. 


Note;—in iht manner in which they begin : The Laingapurmnam begins 
by asking for a description of the greatness of the Linga in 
special, whereas VishnupureCnam seeks to know the Supreme 
Being and its characteristics and declares that Vishnu is that 
Supreme Being; so the praise of Vishnu in it is impartial. 


But it might be said, even in this (purana), 
the equality of the trinity (Brahma, Vishnu and Siva) 
is apparent as in the following 

“Bhagavan Janardana alone takes the names of 
Brahma, Vishnu and Siva, while engaged in the 
frespective) work of creating, maintaining and 
destroying”. Vishnu Purana: 1-2-66. 

We answer: “It is not so. “Janardana alone” 
means that Janardana is stated in this context 
to be identical with Brahma, Vishnu, Siva and 
the rest of the world. What was stated succinctly 
before in “He is the world” is here elaborated. 

“He is the creator and He also creates Him¬ 
self; Vishnu is the object of protection and is, at 
the same time, the protector; He is destroyed at the 
end (in pralaya) and He is himself the destroyer, 
being the Lord (of allj.” Vishnu Puranai 1-2-6. 

Here by indicating Brahma in his capacity as 
creator and the object of creation, and likewise 
the destroyer and the destroyed at the same time, 
the puram teaches the identity between Vishnu 
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and everything else. In so far as the creator and 
the destroyer are among the glories (vibJmtis) of 
Janardana just like the created and the destroyed, 
there is nothing peculiar to the former. Since 
the words, Janardana and Vishnu, are synonymous, 
the purana states that, for His own Lila (or play) 
and at His own pleasure, the possessor of these 
glories becomes himself one of the glories. This 
idea is set forth immediately afterwards:- 

“Earth, water, and likewise, fire, air and 
ether, all the senses, the mind and the purusha 
(viz., the Jiva) — these that constitute the world 
are only He. Though He is unchanging {avyaya) 
yet, He is the soul of all beings and has the 
universe as His body. Therefore, creation and the 
like which are found in all beings is only to 
serve His purposes. Vishnu Purana: 1-2-68, 

“He alone is the created and He alone is the 
creator; He protects and destroys and is. at the 
same time, the protected; Vishnu who has every¬ 
thing without exception as His form owing to 
states of existence such as Brahma—Vishnu grants 
us the,objects that we desire; He is the object 
of worship; He is the highest of all.” ibid: 1-2-68, 

Here, the purana raises the question whether 
it is proper to affirm the identity between the world 
with blemishes and imperfections mingled fwith 
good qualities) and Brahman who possesses all 
auspicious qualities and who is not subject to any 
blemish or change - identity, such as is implied in 
the grammatical co-ordination or apposition 
(samanadhiharan/ya) such as “The world is He” 
and then itself answers it in the words: “Though 
cmohemgingy He alone is the soul of all beings and 
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has the universe as His body”. This Vishnu alone, 
who is the Ruler of all rulers and who is the Supreme 
Brahman, is stated to be the whole world and the 
reason is given in: “Though unchanging, He is the 
soul of all beings and has the universe as His body.’' 
Again, it is said, “All that is the body (tanuh) 
of Vishnu” To explainThough He is unchanging, 
since Vishnu, the Supreme Brahman, has the 
universe as His body, this identification of Him 
with the world is not against reason. The nature 
of the soul and the nature of the body are, of course, 
different. This Vishnu, who is the Ruler over all, 
it has already been stated, incarnates, at His own 
pleasure, as Vishnu, one among the gods, among 
animals and among men that are in the ranks of 
those under His control in the world, in order that 
they may seek refuge under Him. In the sixth 
chapter of the Vishnu Purana, while speaking of 
Subhasraya (& sacred object for meditation), it is 
clearly stated that Brahma and others are under 
the sway of karma and that Bhagavan Vasudeva, 
who is the Supreme Brahman, takes an incarnation 
of His own accord and in His essential nature, for 
the good of the whole world. In the Mahahharata 
it is explained that even in these incarnations as 
gods and the rest, His body is not constituted of 
matter (aprakrita). “The body of this Dupreme 
Being is not built up of the five elements (earth, 
water, etc., which are evolutes of matter {prakriti)." 
The 8ruti also says “Though unborn, He is born in 
many forms”. The foremost among the wise are 
aware of His birth”. To Brahma and others who are 
subject to the sway of karma, birth, which is of the 
nature of entrance into the bodies of gods, Cmenj) 
and the like that are special configurations 
{samsthana) of the elements (earth,, water, 
fire, air and akasa) that axe themselves 



evblutes or modifications of matter is inescapable, 
though they may not desire it and these bodies are 
adapted to the respective karma. On the other hand, 
this Bhagavan. who is the Baler of all and whose 
will is omnipotent {satyasankalpa), though He 
never performs any karma which is other than 
pure, is born manifold, of His own accord and 
in His own wonderfully auspicious form among 
gods and the like for the well-being of the world. 
The word *His’ {tasya) (in the Sruti text^ • means 
‘Of Him who does not perform any karma that 
is other than pure; bahudJia yonim ('manifold birth) 
means many kinds of birth in accordance with 
His innumerable auspicious qualities, dhirah 
(the wise) means ‘the foremost among the wise." 
Jananti means ‘know’. 

* ajayamano bahudha vijayate; tasya dhirah parija- 
nanti yonim. 


Note:—The question asked was: Does not the placing of Vishnu 
alongside Brahma and Siva in the slwha quoted from Vishnu 
Pwrawa show that He is not above them and that there is another 
tattva above Him? Sri Ramanuja's answer is "No* Brahma 
and Siva are created beings and therefore Jwas, whereas Vishnn, 
though placed alongside with them in that context, is not a 
created being but an incarnation of Janardana or Vasudeva or the 
Supreme Brahman. An incarnation is not the same thing as a 
created being. 


The Sutrakara ('Badarayana) himself has refuted 
the idea of there being a higher principle (iattva) 
than this Supreme Person who has been explained 
as the material and instrumental cause of the 
world in the following sutras:- "Prom which the 
origin and the like (of this world) proceed - (That 
is Brahman)” 1,1, 2 and “(Brahman is) also the 
material cause as it is not opposed to the proposition 
(sought to be proved) and the illustrations” I-4-,28 
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and other suoh {sutras). For in 111 2, 80 he 
raises the piirvapaksha or prima facie view. (“There 
must be) another freality^ higher than this 
^Supreme Person) on account of suoh indications 
as ‘bridge’, ‘measurability*, ‘connexion’ and differ¬ 
ence”. Then, he refutes the piirvapaksha in the 
following Biitras:- 

Br. Kutra III. 2, 31. “but on account of 
resemblance.” 

Note:—Ihe Sruti text which is the subject of discussion heremeaas;- 
This Aiwa (the Supreme Self^ is the &etu which protects the 
worlds against getting mixed up with one another (Chandogya 
Upanishad VIII -4,1). The Purva Pakshin says that the word 
sstu in the text should mean 'bridge’ and that, as a bridge always 
leads to something beyond itself, the aima or Brahman described 
so far must lead to a higher fa/iva beyond itself. The Sulrakara^s 
answer is as followst- On account of resemblance to a sstu^ 
Brahman is called here a seiu, Setu here means not a bridge, but a 
dam which prevents w'hat is on one side of it from getting mixed up 
with what is on the other side. But for Brahman, the properties 
and limits of things like earth, water, hre and air would get 
mixed up. So, Brahman is not a bridge leading to something 
else beyond it, but a dam or controlling authority which keeps 
ail things in the proper places assigned to them. 

Br. Sutra III. 2 - 32. “("It is^ for the purpose 

of contemplation as in the statement about the 
feet.” 

Note:—The Sruii texts which are the subject of discussion are such 
passages as "Brahman has four feet" Chandogya Upanishad 
(V. 18-2) Brahman has sixteen kalah or parts Prasna Upanishad 
(VI. 1), **His foot is all the beings*’ Pufusha Suhta* Theta 
passages would imply measurability or limitedness. It might 
follow from them that the Brahman described so far was finite and 
that there was a higher tattva that was infinite. This conten¬ 
tion of the Purva Pakshin is refuted in III « 2-32 as follows t—• 
Brahman is certainly infinite, but for purposes of meditation, 
wc are taught to think of Him as having feet, parts and the like* 

Br, Sutra IIL 2-83. CThough infinite, it may 
be meditated on as finite^ owing to particular 
places as in light and the like. 
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l^ote:—Light and ether» {ahasm), though pervading everywhere# are spokeh 
of as finite and limitedi owing to their connection respectively 
with such places as windows as in 'the light in the window' and 
with such objects as pots. So too, though Brahman is infinite 
and all - pervasive, it may be meditated on as finite owing to its 
connection with particular places. 

Br. But. III. 2 - 34. As there is no im¬ 
possibility (in the same thing being both the 
end and the means^. 

Note:—'The text discussed here is "He is the setu leading to immortality". 
The Purvapakshin contends that# as there is a connecting inter* 
mediary between the goal and the means of reaching the goal# the 
goal should be difierent from the means of reaching it# The 
Suirakara's answer is thisr Brahman may well be both. There is 
nothing that is improper in this, for the Sruti says "He whom this 
Atma (the Supreme Self) chooses—by him alone can He be at* 
tained; to him alone He reveals his form'*# Katopanishrndm 

Br. Butra: III, 2 - 35. “So also owing to ('the 
existenoe ofj others being denied, (there is nothing 
higher than Brahman). 

Note;—>The texts discussed in this Sutra are such passages as "That which 
is higher than its" Svatasvatara Upanishad (3*10) explained before 
(00 page 146), '*He reaches the Person beyond the highest 
{Mundaka Upanishad HI s*8.^ "He is beyond the highest which is 
higher than the Akshara*** 

On the strength of these passages, the Purvapakshin sayst 
**There should be a higher tattva than Brahman. The Sutrakara 
replies "No. There is nothing higher# for the Sruti itself says (in 
Svstasvaiara Upanishad 3>9) that there is nothing else higher than 
Brahman.'* 

Br, Butr.’IIL 2-36. (We learn^ that every¬ 
thing is pervaded by this (Brahman), from words 
signifying extent and others." 

Note;—The SuUakara here says that there are Vedic texts like "By Him is 
all this (world) filled". Svetasvatara Upanishad (3-9)1 Whatever is 
seen or heard of in the world# all that Narayana pervades# both 
within and without" Purusha Suhtam, "The wise see (Brahman) 
who is eternal, omnipresent# pervading everything# owing to His 
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subtleness and who is the cause of all living beings**. 

Upaniihad I i * 6. (In these Sulsas. the author refutes the 
view that there is anything higher than Brahman such as 
Brahma.) 

In Manu's Dharma Sastra also, we find (i) ''Then appeared 
He who controls iamas‘\ (2) "Desirous of creating all kinds of 
beings**, (3) "First He crested water and placed His energy in it**, 
(4) ''From the egg of Brahma (BfahmMnia) arose Brahma*'. In 
these passages, since we hear of Brahma’s birth»it is evident that 
Brahma is a Jiva (Kshetraina)* 

Noter—The 'He* in (i) refers to Aniruddha. an incarnation of Vasudeva, 
the Supreme Being, who is said to preside over tames before the 
creation of the world and of Brahma. (*) 'Desirous* is here 
said of Brahman not Brahma (3) the 'He* refers to Brahman. 

The names are given also of the Supreme 
Person who is the creator and of Brahma who 
was created by Him in the following:- 

“The waters were His abode of old. Therefore, 
He is called Narayana. The person created by 
Him is celebrated in the world as Brahma.” 

Note I—Narayana etymologically means “He of whom the waters (narah) 
are the abode (ayana). 

That Brahman and others are Jivas may be 
determined also from the Vishnu Purana, where it 
is explained that they cannot be sacred objects 
of meditation (Subhasraya) owing to their associa¬ 
tion with the three kinds of mental effort {bhavam). 

Note(1) The mental effort for performing karma capable of securing 
objects of pleasure is called karma bhavana. (2) The mental effort 
to perform the adoration of the Supreme is called Brahma bhavana 
and (the mental effort to perform both the above is called 
ubhaya bhavana. 

Brahma has bhavana of the third kind. In creation he has 
karma bhavana. At other times, he has Brahma bhavana* Some 
have only karma bhavaoa, like most of us mortals. Great 
seers like Sanaka and Sanandana have only Brahma bhavana. 

Here ends the section proving that Narayana is both the instru* 
mental and the material cause of the world. 



Refutation of the view of the Nimamsakas of the 
Prabhakara School that we understand the meanings of 
words only when finding them employed in denoting 
some action or other: 

Note (The Mimamsakas* >vho have laid down valuable 
principles oi interpretation in regard to the Vedas, 
attach great importance to the earlier parts of the Veda* the 
Karma kanda* which prescribes rituals and sacrihces (yajnat) for 
the attainment of certain worldly objects and of avarga after 
death. To them* the Upanishads which form the jnana kaiida 
are oi little or no importance, as they do not prescribe the per¬ 
formance of rituals and sacrifices and describe only the nature of 
Brahman, of the individual self, of matter and of their relations 
to one another. The rituals and sacrifices described in the 
Karma kanda. if properly performed, would, of themselves 
according to them, lead to the attainment of the good things 
of this world or of svarga as the case may be. It might appear 
from the Vedic texts that these rituals and sacrifices are intended 
to please this god or that. But such words have no validity 
In regard to the knowledge that they impart. It is doubtful, 
they say, whether gods really exist; even supposing they exist, 
they are not necessary at all for man*s attaining his desires. 
The performance of karma by itself will give him, either in this 
life itself or after death, whatever ho desires. It may be objected 
that as karma, the performance of a rite or a sacrifice, lasts only for 
a short time and as no trace of it persists after the performance 
is over, it cannot yield such benefits as svarga which can only 
come after death, since there is no connecting link between the 
karma which has perished and the end that is desired. To 
meet this objection, the Mimamsakas postulate an entity called 
apurva which arises in the atma as a result of the perfomance 
of the respective karma and immediately after its performance 
is duly completed. This apurva or karya (as it is also called), 
they maintain, persists through life and even after death and 
secures the attainment of the desired object either in this world 
Of in svarga. There is no need, according to them,'to assume 
that the gods mentioned in the Vedic texts confer these benefits. 

The Vedas consist oi three parts, vidhi. mantra, and arthavada, 
Vidhi is those texts which lay down certain actions, rites 
or yajnas as fit to be performed and certain prohibitions 
as to what we should not do. It is only these texts that, 
according to Mimamsakas, are valid sources ol knowledge. 
Mantras conaiit of hymns in verse in praise of the gods 
desioilbing their attributes and aakh^ for th^; favooi. They 
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may be in praise also oi the karma prescribed in the vidhi- 
vakyas or texts prescribing rites or karma* The Mimamaakae 
do not regard these mantras as giving any valid knowledge* 
What may be inferred from them about gods or their attributes 
is absolutely of no value as true knowledge. Arthavadas are 
invariably in prose and extol the karma laid down in the 
vidhivakya or the god or gods whose praise is sung in the 
mantras. These^ too, have, according to Mimamsa doctrine, 
ao value as sources of true knowledge . 

There are two schools of thought among Mimamsakas, namely» 
the school of Prabhakara or Prabhakaras (the followers of 
Prahbakara^ and the school of Kumarila Bhatta or Bhattas, 
as they are called* 

How do we learn at first the meaning (vyutpatti^ of words? 
To this question different philosophers have given different 
answers* The Prabhakaras affirm that the meanings of words 
are understood only when they arc employed in connection 
with some action to be performed f'karyarthavada) • When A 
says 'Bring the cow' and B brings it after hearing the words 
of A, C who has listened to A* s words and observed B*s 
action in bringing the cow* infers that the word *cow* used by 
A must mean the animal brought by B. The Prabhakaras 
are not content with stating that this is one of the ways in 
which the meanings of words are learnt, but assert that this 
is the only way in which the meanings of words could be 
learnt. According to them, sentences or words which do not 
denote any action to be performed cannot convey any valid 
knowledge. Now in the Upanishads. there are many sentences 
which speak^ for instance, of Brahman as being eternal, as 
being consciousness and as being infinite (satyam, Jnanam* 
anantam.^ Do these texts convey any meaning that may be 
considered as a contribution to valid knowledge in our minds? 
The Mimamsakas say *'No, they do not*% These passages 
do not prescribe any action for performance and are of the 
nature of erthavadas * Hence, no valid meaning can be derived 
from them* This contention is called vyutpatti abhava vada* 
If this view were* accepted, it would follow that the study of 
the Upanishads is absolutely of no use* 

In this section, Sri Ramanuja refutes the contention of the 
Prabhakaras that the meanings of words come to be learned 
at first only from sentences prescribing action. He shows also 
that the Upanishads, too, contain vidhivakyas prescribing what 
ought to be done and that, on this account also, what is said 
in them has validity* Then, he takes the warfare into the enemy's 
camp and proves by various arguments tibat there is no justifi* 
cation fot the Ifimamscki's assumption of the existence of 
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an apurva or karya which confers the benefits, though the karma 
or ritual has perished. Though the karma is over, it lias served 
its purpose, Sri Ramanuja says« in pleasing Iswara who, at 
the appropriate time, rewards the man with the objects of 
his desire J • 

There are some (thinkers^ ('Prabhakaras^ who 
hold that words rio the Vedas) which ooasist of 
vidhi, artJiavada, and mantra can be said to convey 
a meaning only when they denote a thing to be 
done {Jtarya), because we do not find words conveying 
any meaning when they are used in connection 
with anything other than an action (to be per¬ 
formed). All speech, action or {vyavahara) is based 
on the idea of the action to be performed. Therefore, 
the sigificance of the Vedas is, in their opinion, 
concerned only with things to be done and they 
are not valid sources of knowledge in regard to 
permanent or established entities (parinishpanna 
vastu) (like Brahman). 

Against this view (of the PrabhakarasA it may 
be said as follows:- 

Is it a king’s command that the determi¬ 
nation of the power of words to signify what they 
mean is arrived at only by speech stimulating 
activity (of some form or other(There is none 
suohj. It is easy to make one understand the 
signifying power of a word even in regard to 
established entities. For example, one (A) is sent 
by another (B) wibh instructions given by gestures 
and the like to say to Devadatta, '’The stick is 
in the room.” A, proceeding to execute the orders 
goes to Devadatta and uses the words, “The 
stick is in the room.” A fourth person 0 who 
stood by and understood the gesture employed 
by B like a dumb man may not at first know 
the meaning of the words employed* Notwitb- 
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standing this, he observes these words employed 
by A to signify to Devadatta that the stick is in 
the room and learns that these words convey this 
meaning. Where is the impossibility here? (^In “the 
stick is in the room”, there is no activity enjoined). 
So also, deliberately, it may be learnt by the teaching 
of others. For example, the child is told again 
and again by parents and others with words 
accompanied by fingers pointing to the respective 
objects, “This is father”, ‘This is mother’, “This is 
uncle”, “This is a man,” “This is a beast”, “This 
is the moon”, “This is a serpent”. Being taught 
in this way, the child finds a knowledge of their 
meanings arising within himself from those very 
words. He concludes gradually that the use of these 
words accompanied with the gesture of the finger 
is the cause of this knowledge of their signification, 
since there is no other association (saynhandha) and 
since there is no knowledge of any person who has 
established any convention ("regarding the words 
and their meanings). Later the child is told by 
elders, “This word means such and such a thing’’ 
and learns the meanings of all words and himself 
also employs collections of words (sentences j. In 
the same way, he learns the signification of all 
words and, in specific groups of words, the signifi¬ 
cation of the true connection existing among the 
different words. Therefore, the insistence that the 
knowledge of the meaning of words arises only in 
connection with things to be done is without reason. 
Hence, since it is clear that the signification of 
words can be known also in the case of established 
entities ("both in ordinary speech and in the Vedas), 
it follows that all the Vedic passages do give (us^ a 
knowledge of Brahman who is the cause of all the 
world, who is the abode of all auspicious qualities 
and who has (other) such attributes* Further, (let 
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us admit for thO momenta that the knowledge of the 
meaning of words arises only in regard to a thing 
that is to be done {Tcarya); even then, the texts 
in Vedanta also may (be shown to) give knowledge in 
as much as they too prescribe a thing to be done. They 
prescribe meditation (upasana) fof Brahman^. In 
connection with that action to be done, they may 
very well give ( us) knowledge of the person (who 
meditates) and of the fruit of the action which is 
an attribute of his, in the same way as the Mimam- 
sakas admit that artluivadas give valid knowledge 
of certain things even when the vidhivakya does 
not mention them. For instance, (1) the vidhimhya 
says, “The person desirous of svarga should per¬ 
form the Jyotishtoma sacrifice'’. It does not tell us 
what svarga is like or the attributes of svarga. 
An arthavada says - “Where there is no heat, no 
cold, no grief”. It is admitted by the Mimansakas 
that this attribute of svarga is valid knowledge 
(though it does not occur in the vidhivakya). Again 
(2) there is a vidhivakya which enjoins: “The night 
satras fsaorifices due to bo performed at night) 
should be done”. It is not stated in the vidhivakya 
what the reward (or phala) would be. But an 
arthavada following it says, “Those who perform 
these night sacrifices become well-established in 
life”. The Mimamsakas admit that this passage, 
though only an arthavada, gives us valid knowledge 
about the fruit resulting from the performance. 
Furthermore, (3) there is a prohibitary injunction 
(nishedha) to the following effect: “Therefore one 
shall not threaten a Brahmin with assault”. It 
does not state any penalty. Only an arthavada 
says: “He who threatens sWl be fined a hundred 
gold coins”. This arthavada is admitted by Mimam¬ 
sakas as affording true knowledge. As in these 
(three) oases, vig,, the attributes of svarga that 





it is a place where there is no trace of grief, the 
information about the fruit resulting from night 
sacrifices and the punishment for threatening, 
arthavada passages in Vedanta do give true know¬ 
ledge of Brahman, the attainment of which is the 
fruit of the meditation enjoined in the vidhivahya 
(“Brahman should be meditated upon”J of the attri¬ 
butes of Brahman, of the person who medidates and 
other such things and all this is being related to 
the viclhivakya. 

Note;—Tilt original is too condensed and presutries too deep a knowledge 
of Mimanisa on the part of the reader to be easily understood. 
So the translation had to be made explanatory. 

For instance, the text, “The man who knows 
fmeditates upon^ Brahman attains the Supreme” 
really enjoins that the man who wants to attain 
the Supreme should meditate on Brahman* So 
the attainment of Brahman which is an attribute 
(viseshana) of the person who is concerned with 
the meditation of Brahman is here declared to be 
the fruit of the meditation. In this, the essential 
nature of Brhman (svampa) which appears as the 
object of attainment and all its attributes are 
established only as being related to the thing to 
bo done. And comprised within it, such things as 
Brahman’s creatorship of the world. Brahman’s 
being the cause of its destruction and Brahman’s 
being the support and the inner soul of the world 
—all these (both what has been said and what 
has not been said) are established. There is nothing 
in this that is against reason. 

Since this is so, whatever is said in all the 
mantras and arihauadas becomes established as being 
related to the thing to be done (’namely, the 
meditation^, provided it is not opposed (aviruddha) 
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to other sources of valid knowledge (prametna) 
and provided it cannot be established ^by other 
sources of valid knowledge^ {aprapti). So has it 
been said in the Dramida Bhashya :— 

“Beginning with the Sruti text •('on avadana), 
the BhasJvya proceeds to say, “Though this text is 
in praise of avadana, the praise cannot be true, 
if it tells us of what does not exist”. To explain:- 
“It is well-known that all arthavada passages 
inspire (one^ with a knowledge of the excellence 
of the enjoined karma by praising, in a thousand 
ways, the qualities of the sacrifice and the like, 
which are of the nature of the worship of 
(certain) deities with their supplementary rites 
(anga) and, likewise, of the unseen qualities of 
the deities worshipped. If these qualities do not 
exist in reality, there will be no knowledge of 
the excellence of the karma (sacrifice). Therefore 
to produce this knowledge of its excellence, the 
arthavada passages must afiord a knowledge of only 
such qualities as really exist. On the same line 
of reasoning, it would follow that what is said 
in the mantras, too, should be considered as true. 


Note (Avadana is from the root do to cut (with the preposition 

avam) The Sruti referred to in the Dramida Bhashya means, *'A 
man is born with three debts {Rina)^ that to his ancestors* that 
to the gods and that to the Riahis* If a sacrihcer cuts a slice 
from the heart of the animal slain for the sacrihce and makes 
of it an offering in the hre, all his three debts will be cut off 
(i. e. j discharged; that is why avadanat are called by that name 
(i* e.) those that cut* 

Note:—‘Sri Bamanuja first refuted the theory that the meanings of 
words Are first understood only when they are employed to 
• denote an action or a thing to be done. Later* he said that* 
even on the assumption that this theory is true* the Vedantic 
texts must be considered as affording valid knowlege in as 
much as, in Vedanta, actions or things to be done are prescribed. 

%% 



Now» be proceeds to , show that what the Mimamsakai meaii 
' by the thing tO be done (karya) namely, apurva (a potential 
created in the soul by the activity connected with rites and 
ssfcrihces* which, later on, results in certain fruits^ cannot be 
properly defined and has no foundation in fact, being only an 
unnecessary and dogmatic assumption, Sri Ramanuja points 
out that the definitions which might be given by Mimamsakas 
of apurva or karya would apply either to the rite or the fruit 
of the rite and not merely to this katya or apurva. 

Further, those who hold this theory regarding 
the meanings of words as being related only to 
a thing to be done, - they should define what they 
mean by karya or ‘the thing to be done’ (when 
they say it is identical with apurva,) 

If they say kanja or apurva is what is 
produced by the volition (kriti or mental effort) 
and is, at the same time, aimed at by the voli¬ 
tion, we ask, what is meant by “that which is aimed 
at by the volitionf. (1) If the reply is “that with which 
the volition concerns itself is that which is 
aimed at by the volition”, volition which is an 
activity of a person cannot have any concerns 
(adhikara) or aims (for only persons have aims 
and concern themselves with activities like 
sacrifices). How can volition have ‘concerns’ 
.(fldhikara)? (2) If the definition is altered or amended 
in this way: “That desirous of securing which a 
person produces the mental effort (or volition^ 
is what is aimed at by the volition", it would become 
'too wide as a definition (ativayapti) for, then, 
that which is desired would become th/nt which 
is aimed at by the volition. (It would apply to svarga or 
any worldly enjoyment that the saorifioer desires 
as well as to the aptirva). The Mimamsalra 
'plight reply, “There are two aspects of desire, 
one is existence as the object of the desire and 
the other is the power of stimulating the person 
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to aot« It is this stimulating or inspiring aspect 
that forms the definition of “that which is aimed at 
hv the volition.” This effort (to amend the definition) 
which is due to an obstinate insistence On one’s 
theory is all in vain. The power of stimulating 
or inspiring is nothing but the absolute depend¬ 
ence of what appears to be the object of 
desire on one’s own effort for its realization (i. e ) 
that the object desired cannot be attained except 
by one’s own effort; for only then (i. e.) after 
realising that it cannot be secured without one’s 
effort, does one proceed to enter on the activity. 
When the desire for a thing {svarga and the 
like) has arisen, and when the person realises 
that the desired object cannot be secured with¬ 
out beginning his effort, the desire to act arises 
and then the person acts. This is the order of 
sequence as understood by those who know the truth 
of these things. Therefore, there is no such thing 
as that which is aimed at by the volition (apurva) apart 
from the desired object being dependent for 
its attainment on one’s volition. The Mimamasaka 
might now say, “The reason for a thing being desired 
is its being agreeable {anuhula) to a person. (8) So, that 
which is agreeable to a person is that which is aimed 
at by volition”’ But this cannot be. That which is 
agreeable (amikula) to a person (is synonymous 
with pleasure and^ means nothing other .. than 
pleasure, in the same way as that which is 
disagreeable to a person is synonymous with pain 
(duJckha). There is nothing other than pleasure 
which can be said to be agreeable to a person (and 
apurva is certainly not pleasure). The Mimamsaka 
mighlh reply, “ The relief from pain which is 
other than pleasure (sukha) is seen to be agreeable 
to a person''^ We refute this' stat^eut -.^s 
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“Whatever is agreeable to one’s self is pleasure 
(sultha) and whatever is disagreeable to one’s self is 
pain (dukJcha). This is the diiferentiation between 
pleasure and pain. Between them, pleasure which 
is agreeable to one’s self becomes an object of desire 
and pain which is disagreeable to one's self becomes 
undesirable. Since contact with pain is unbearable, 
relief from it, too, becomes an object of desire. 
Since it becomes an object of desire in the same way 
as pleasure, relief from pain is confounded with 
pleasure Cthough it is not the same as pleasure^. 
To a man who is still in the stream of births 
and deaths (samsara) owing to contact with prakrit% 
there are three possible states:- contact with 
what is agreeable, contact with what is dis¬ 
agreeable and being in his own essential nature 
with neither pleasure nor pain. Absence of contact 
with pleasure and absence of contact with pain 
are both the same (because that is the third 
state described above with neither pleasure nor 
pain^. Therefore when the contact with what is 
disagreeable exists, relief from it, which is this 
third state of being in a neutral condition, becomes 
desirable. Since, there is a similarity between 
pleasure and this relief from pain in both of them 
being desirable, relief from pain is illusorily mis¬ 
taken {bhrama) for pleasure. 

Therefore, those who judge matters by valid 
evidence laugh at the man who says that Nvyoga 
foommandment as also that which is acquired 
by the commandment or vidhi namely, apurvat is 
agreeable because whatever is agreeable is of 
nature of pleasure (sukha). It is because Ni^oga 
iapurva) can bring about the accomplishment of 
the desired object that it is assumed to be the 
object of a commandment, an enduring idling 
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(lasting for a long time^ and also as a new and 
super-sensuous entity (resulting from the activity 
oonneoted with sacrifices and the like^. In the 
words ^'Svarga kamo yajeta" <,He who is desirous of 
svarga shall perform the sacrifice), the contention of 
the Mimamsakas that the thing to be done signified 
by the word yajeta is something other than the 
activity connected with the performance of the sacri¬ 
fice, namely, ap%i rva —this contention would be possible 
only because of its being read in association with the 
words, “He who is desirous of svarga" and conse¬ 
quently of its being considered as the means of 
attaining savrga. The *Mimamsaka8 cannot say 
that the use of the word ijajeta first suggests 
niyoga or apiirva independently of the other words in 
the sentence and that its being read in association 
with the words “He who is desirous of svarga”, later 
brings into prominence the person Ccommanded to 
perform the sacrifice^ who is necessary for the 
production of this apurva. They cannot say so, for 
the verb yajeta suggests only “what can be 
accomplished by man’s effort". It is only by its 
being read in association with “He who is desirous 
of svarga", that the Mimamsakas could infer what is 
not conveyed by the verb yajeta and what is other 
than that denoted by the verb, namely “the 
thing to be done", its enduring quality, and 
its being a new super-sensuous entity {apurva). 
Its being different from the activity which 
alone is suggested by the verb is inferred from 
its appearing as the means of bringing svarga 
into efiect. The terminations of the potential (ling) 
and imperative moods affixed to verbs only indicate 
that the activity is the means of attaining svarga, 

Kotei—•The Sanskrit verb yajeta means **should perform a sac^ifice'^ B^ot 
the Mimamaahas tay that it meant '^create or acquire apurva (by 
pfflormiag the tacrifiee)" 
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which is consistent with the meaning of other 
words read in connection with the verb, namely, 
“He who is desirous of svarga", This is the usual 
designation accepted in ordinary intercourse and 
the Mimamsakas have to ignore it in their assump¬ 
tion of apurva. What has been said means this:- 
When a number of words are employed in a 
sentence, the meaning of a particular word can 
be taken to be only that which would be coherent 
or congruous with the meanings of other words 
uttered along with it and this meaning of the 
word in question can be determined only after 
hearing the full sentence consisting of a number 
of words which express a meaning in connection 
with one another (and not independently^ and 
before reading and hearing the whole sentence, 
as the Mimamsakas claim of the apurva in the 
word yajeta. That meaning in the sentence in 
question is only ‘the means of attaining svarga. 
Therefore, in the same way as the activity in 
performing the sacrifice is given up by the 
Mimamsakas as being incongruous with the 
meanings of the other words, the meaning of the 
word yajeta as being none other than apurva will 
have to be given up Coven though they say it is 
suggested by the word at first and indenpendently)^ 
because it is also incongruous with the meanings 
of the other words. C“He who is desirous of 
svarga should attain apurva” does not make any 
sensed. For example, in sentences like “On the 
Ganga is the village of the herdsmen,” the word 
‘Ganga’ is construed as referring to a place capable 
of being dwelt in, with reference to the village 
of the herdsmen. At first, it is true ‘Ganga’ 
suggests the flood of the river; on that account 
Cthat only the meaning which the word, at :^rst 
and independently of others, suggests should be 
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QOOepted), it does not become coherent £ind 
congruous with the meanings of the other words 
in the s entenoe. Therefore, we give up the meaning 
*'the flood of the Qanga” as there cannot be a 
village on the water and take the word to mean 
“on the b%nh of the Ganga.” Similarly here also, 
granting, as you say, that the word yajeta 
suggests, at first, only the harya viz., apurva 
and nothing else, its denoting nothing else 
cannot be maintained when the sequence 
of the words in the sentences is thought 
of for the sake of the meaning. CSo, this meaning 
of the word yajeta insisted on by the Mimamsakas 
will have to be given up). But, this assumption 
that the word yajeta, at first and independently of 
other words, suggests ‘the thing to bo done’ (i-e J harya 
or apurva at the time when it is heard, is itself not 
true. When A says ‘Bring the cow’ and B brings 
it, 0 who understands the meaning of the words 
‘bring the cow’, while observing B bringing it, 
knows that the activity of B in bringing the cow 
is painful in itself and is looked upon as the thing 
to be done Qarya) only as it is a means of attaining 
some specific pleasure (afterwards) and not as it¬ 
self being a pleasure. Therefore, to say that 
niyoga or apurva Cor the commandment to produce 
it^ is agreeable to a person is opposed to all 
ordinary experience. It is also against the experience 
of the person who maintains that niyoga is of 
the nature of pleasure, because it is agreeable to 
men. 

In oases like “He who is desirous of rain 
shall sacrifice with bamboo shoots (kariri)," as soon 
as the sacrifice is over, the niyoga or apurva should 
have been generated, but it is not experienced as 
^tgreeable in itself as apart from the rain, though 
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it is the cause of the rain. The Mimamsaka 
might reply, “It is not experienced as agreeable 
in this life, for the effect, namely, rain may 
occur either in this life or in a later life.” Prom 
the uncertainty regarding the time when it will 
rain (as the result of the sacrificeJ, the Mimam- 
sakas have necessarily to assume that the niyoga 
or apuroa has already been generated in this life. 
But, this niyoga is not now experienced as being 
agreeable or, in other words, as a pleasure. Thus 
from these arguments, it must have become 
evident that there is no such thing as “that 
which is aimed at by the volition or mental 
effort" other than the desired object (oiz-, rain or 
soarga as the case may be^ which can be attained 
by the effort. 

The Mimamsaka might now attempt another 
definition of “that which is aimed at by the mental 
effort or volition” and say, (4) “that which is aimed at 
by volition is seshin to the volition, (seshin is one for 
whose purposes the sesha exists^. We ask, “What is 
the definition of a seshin and what of a sesha?" 
When two terms are associated with each other, 
they are said to be mutually associated {pratisam- 
bandhi to each other); (for instance, 'father' and 
‘son’ are mutually associated terms; they are prati- 
sambandhi to each other)- Hence, the Mimamsaka 
might reply: “That which is mutually associated 
with harya or apurva as its pratisambandhi is 
sesha to it and that which is pratisambandhi to 
the sesha is the seshin- Here, harya is certainly 
not defined, for the harya is now called seshin 
without the word seshin being defined clearly and 
all along we have been asking for a definition 
of harya. If now the Mimamsaka should 
amend the definition and say. (5) “The seshis is oiiM 
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which exists invariably along with the volition 
which has started with something else for its aim”, 
we ask, “What is this something else for its aim?”. 
It is just this aim which was required to be defined. 
The definition of a word should not contain the 
word itself to be defined. It may be said ^'aiming 
at is the accomplishment of a desire”. We ask 
again, “What is this thing that is desired?”. The 
Minamsaka might reply, “The benefit to be derived 
from the volition is the benefit which stimulates 
a man at the beginning to make the mental efiort 
or volition and this is the object desired (namely 
svarga) which can be attained only by the volition. 
This we have already stated. Everywhere 
the relationship between the sesha and the seshin 
is as follows:- That whose whole existence, by its 
very nature, serves to promote the interests of 
another is sesha and the other is the sesTiin> Sacri¬ 
fices and the like and the efiort to perform them 
subserve solely the desire to attain the fruit- Owing 
to the desire to complete the sacrifices and the 
like properly, the rest is subservient ( sesha)- 
Those who are born slaves to others exist 
solely (and primarily) for promoting the highest 
interests of the others and are hence sesha- 
Similarly, the essential nature (svarupa) of all 
things, sentient and non>sentient, eternal and 
non-eternal, is to subserve the highest purposes of 
Iswara; so, they are sesha and He is the seshin. The 
Brutis therefore say. “He has all things under His 
sway'*, “He rules over all”, “the Lord of the 
Universe” and so on. 

Therefore, it is only the attainment of svarga that 
oan bo called seshin and not apurva or harya, 
ior it is. only the former that is the ultimate 
and supremo benefit derived from the volition. The 
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Mimamsaka’s definition “that the primary and 
important entity which is brought into accomplish* 
ment by the volition is karya or apurva will convince 
only those who have implicit and unquestioning 
faith in Mimamsa doctrine. 

Note;— S§shin is defined by the Mimamsaka as that which is related to the 
sesha and when the question is asked what is meant by S0shM, it is 
defined as that which it related to the seshin* Here no real 
contribution is made to a knowledge of what either of the two 
means. If one of the words* say sesha, is defined without bringing 
in the other word^ then, the second word sishin may be defined as 
having a certain relation to sisha; then, one could understand 
what the two words mean. 

Further, in instances like “the man desirous of 
svarga shall perform the sacrifice’*, the termination 
of the tense form yajeta suggests an agent or {karta) 
in general and “The man desirous of svarga" makes 
it refer to a special kind of agent or karta and this 
is the explanation of grammarians. The Mimamsaka 
contention that the words “The man desirous of 
svarga" suggest not a special kind of agent or doer 
but a special kind of niyojya (or person who should 
understand in his mind that he should acquire 
apurva) is opposed to the view of the grammarians 
and we ask “Whence is it inferred The 
Mimamsaka might reply, “How can a man who 
is qualified by the desire for the attainment of 
svarga be the agent or doer when he does not 
know that the activity, namely, the performance 
of the sacrifice is a means to attain svarga*?" We 
ask the Mimamsaka in return, “How can one 
qualified by the desire for the attainment of 
srarga understand in his mind that he is a niyojya 
(i. e.^ one who should acquire apurva?" It is 
because of this difficulty that the Mimamsaka 
says he arrives at the conclusion that the ni^foga 
or (flpurva) is the means of attaining svarga. We 
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may also reply in the same way, “We arrive at 
the oonolusion that the activity in the performance 
of a sacrifice is the means of attaining svarga 
^without any such niyoga or apurva). Our view 
has at least the merit of having the sanction 
of the science of grammar, (whereas the Mimam- 
saka view has not^. When a statement is made 
such as “He who desires to eat should go to 
the house of Devadatta,” since we hear of the 
activity of going to Devadatta’s house on the part 
of one desiring to eat, we conclude or infer, 
though it was unknown before, that going to 
Devadatta’s house is a means of attaining the 
desired end Seating food^. So also in the instance 
“He who is desirous of svarga shall perform the 
sacrifice Jyotishtoma." It is not proper on the 
part of the Mimamsaka to attribute, to a person 
described as a doer of one action, the doership of 
an entirely different action. The word yajeta 
Cshould perform the sacrifice^ describes the person 
as the (prospective) doer of the sacrifice. In 
Mimamsa interpretation, he is called the doer of 
another action viz., of the action of understanding 
in his mind that he is a niyojya enjoined to acquire 
apurva or niyoga. For the nvyojya has been defined 
by Mimamsakas as one who understands in his 
mind that the Tcarya or apurva should be 
his.” If they should state (at this staged that 
this understanding is favourable to the activity 
in performing the sacrifice, the objection is not 
thereby removed. For when it is said “Devadatta 
should cook Cfood^” he is stated to be the 
(prwpeotivej doer of the cooking, and it is 
not proper to say that he is stated in the 
sentence to be the doer of the act of going C to the 
kitchen, for example.), because this going is 
layonrable to the act of cooking. 
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!(lote>A11 this long discnssion is for the purpose of proving that the 
assumption of an entity called apurva by the Mimamsakas is 
uncalled for sin^'' th^* npuna • rt /i cannot be defined a any- 
th»ng o- uia 1 t.*t lieaij • f )r herru.cof he sacn icc : ad the 

Hkt or the acnvitv’ cona-icted with tue '»4cnfice- This assumption 
(of a niyoga or aputva) is opposed to the ordinary interpretation 
of words in life and also that of grammarians. 

NoteThe Mimamsakas maintain that, when we hear the vidhivahya, 
•'He who is desirous of svarga shall perform a certain kind of 
sacrifice*', first arises a desire {Iccha) for svarga^ then the volition* 
will, or mental effort (kriti) to attain that end, then the under* 
standing that the apurva should be acquired, then follows the 
activity connected with the sacrifice [kriya. or Aarma) and, as a 
result of the kriyaif karya or apurva in the soul which, later, either 
after this life or after some future life, secures the object desired 
namely, svarga, Sri Ramanuja would describe the chain as 
follows;— First the desire for svarga, then the will or volition, 
then the activity of the sacrifice, then the consequence of this 
activity which consists in having pleased Iswara by the sacrifice 
and this pleasure in the mind of Iswara or His grace finally brings 
svargum Ihe Mimamsaka assumed the generation of an apurva 
on the ground that the activity of the sacrifice which perishes 
when it is over, no longer persists and cannot therefore secure the 
desired object. Sri Ramanuja explains that this assumption of an 
apurva is unnecessary, since Iswara's pleasure or grace which has 
been secured by the activity of the sacrifice pessists and can bring 
about the accomplishment of the desire^ 

Further, we ask, “Why do you assume or 
postulate the existence of an enduring entity (that 
lasts long) called apurva?’. If the reply is, “Otherwise 
the utterance of the words ‘He who is desirous 
of svarga in oonjunotion with ‘shall perform the 
saorifioe.' would be incongruous and against reason, 
we ask, ‘'Where is the incongruity or un¬ 
reasonableness?. “He who is desirous of sva/rga” 
means “He to whom svarga is the aooomplishment 
of a desire”. If it is said by the Mimamsaka that^ 
for the svarga which is to be attained at some future 
time, activity such as the performance of the sacrifice, 
which perishes immediately after it is over, cannot 
he the means, we reply that ffils charge of 



185 


reasonableness or incongruity can be made only by 
those who do not at all understand the true teaching 
of tbo Veiias. Thos; wb ) nudorsbiud tlu Vedas declare 
that Bhagavan Narayaua, the Supreme Ruler, who 
has been propitiated by all sorts of hirma or activities, 
vouchsafes the desired fruit ("of such activities 
For example, Sri Dramidacharya, who is in the 
forefront of those that have understood the Vedas, 
says “It is certainly by the desire to attain the fruit, 
that men seek to propitiate the Supreme Self 
(atma). The teaching of the Sastras is that when 
He is pleased by the actions. He is capable of 
granting the desired end”. The meaning of this 
is as follows:— “In order to attain the desired object 
or end, (men^ want to propitiate Bhagavan 
Vasudeva, the Supreme Self, who is expressed by 
words like Indra and others and who is within Indra 
and others as their inner self, by karmas or activities 
such as sacrifices, charitable gifts, offerings made 
in the fire and the like to deities like Indra. The 
Sruti also says:— fThe Supreme Being^ who is the 
hub (nabhi) of the Universe receives all actions such 
as sacrifices and good deeds like digging tanks, both 
those that were done in the past and those that are 
being done in whatever way they may be performed. 
‘Sacrifices’ and ‘good deeds’ refer to all kinds 
of karma prescribed in the sruiis and the smritis. 
“Receives all” means “Whatever actions are 
performed as for all deities such as Indra, Agni, and 
Varuna - they are all accepted as His own by the 
Supreme Person who is their inner self. “The hub 
of the Universe” means “He who supports the world 
filled with all varnas or castes such as the Brahmin 
and the Kshatriya. He is called the hub because 
He supports the world by granting their respective 
desires to those Ivho have won His grace by their 
Or activities. That He is the person referred 
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to by suoh words as Agni and Vayu on account of 
His being their Inner Self is declared in “That is 
Agni, That is Yayu, That is Surya, That is Chandra 
(the moon)”. Bhagavan, too, says 

“Whatever be the body (tanu) that the devotee 
wishes to propitiate with earnestness and sincerity, 

I endow him with unshaken sincerity in that form 
of worship.” Gita (VII - 211. 

“Endowed with that sincere faith, he performs 
the worship fol that form or body (of mine^. Thence * 
does ho obtain his desires, whatever they may be, 
and these are really granted by me”. Gita CVII -2^) 

“Whatever be the body” this means that 
“Particular deities such as Indra and others are, in 
fact, the bodies of Bhagavan who is within them as 
their Inner Self. And again in IX - 24, Bhagavan 
says 

“I am the deity propitiated in all the sacrifices 
and, likewise, it is I that grant all the desires”. 

So also in the Vishnu Piirana, we find the 
following .- 

“0 Achyuta, that art of the form of all the gods. 
Thou art worshipped always in (alU sacrifices”. 

“0 Lord, those by whom Thou art worshipped in 
the performance of their respective duties (ci/tarwa) 

—they transcend all this Maya in order to obtain 
release from bondage”. 

Thus, in all the Itihasas and Puranas as well as 
in all the Vedas, it is said here and there 
that all rites (karma) are of the nature of worship 
of the Lord of all and that Purushothama, being 



wotsbipped by these rites, grants the respective 
objeots desired. So also in texts like the following, 
all the Srutis declare that Bhagavan, who is 
worshiped by means of sacrifices, charitable gifts 
and offerings made in the fire, receives them, being 
the Inner Self of Indra and the other gods and 
is also the giver of all objeots desired. 

“Sacrifices become related to the gods through 
Him”. “ Through Him ” means “ Through the 
Supreme Being who is within the gods as their 
inner self”. “Sacrifices become related to the gods” 
means “Sacrifices become associated with the gods”. 
It really means “Sacrifices become associated with 
gods like Indra, because they stand in the relation 
of bodies to the Supreme Being, who is their inner 
Ruler. 

In the BJmgavad Gita (Y - 29) we are told that 
He is the recipient of all sacrifices and austerities 
and that He is the Supreme Ruler of all the worlds”. 
It follows therefore that all rites (Icarrm) are of 
the nature of the worship of the Supreme Person, 
who is the Inner self of Indra and the other gods, 
and that He alone is the giver of those objeots 
that are desired. Where, then, is the advantage 
of postulating an apuroa which is far from being the 
ordinary interpretation Cof words) as being ex¬ 
pressed by them or as being required to be postu¬ 
lated? If it is asked, ‘“If so, what is the meaning 
accepted for the potential mood (ling) and others”, 
we answer as follows:- “The root yaj means “to 
worship a deity” and refers to sacrifices and the 
like which are of the nature of worship of a deity; 
the potential mood and such things as the termi¬ 
nations express what ordinary interpretation 
requires, namely, that this worship is capable of 
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being carried out by the activities of the doer”. 
What is there unreasonable in this? According to 
the science of grammar, the terminations de¬ 
noting the agent or doer bring out the manner of 
relationship between the meaning of the, root and the 
activity of the agent. Other tenses and moods than 
the ling indicate the past- the present and the 
like; such tenses and moods as the ling indicate that 
the thing denoted by the root is capable of being 
accomplished by the activity of the agent or doer. 

Further, the vidhivakyas themselves, after 
prescribing the respective karma or rite to the 
man who desires a particular object, state that 
the karma is a form of worship of a deity and 
will bring out the desired end through that deity. 
For example, the text laying down the vidhi or 
command says, “The man who desires to have 
prosperity will offer, as a sacrifice, a white goat 
(pasn) to Vayu,” Then occurs the following sentence 
which is an arthavada> “Vayu is a deity who 
grants the desired end soonest. So, he who 
approaches Vayu with a suitable offering will be 
rewarded by Vayu with worldly prosperity.” Here, 
since there is nothing unreasonable in the state¬ 
ment that the desired end is attained C through 
a god), it does not stand to reason to maintain 
that the means of accomplishing the desired end 
is inferred by the pramana called Upadana, 

Note ;<^Upadana is a pramana like inference {anumana). It is almost 
the same as arthapattt. When it is stated that Devadatta is 
fat and yet does not eat in the daytime* we infer that he 
must be eating at night time. The inference here is by artham 
patti and upadana is similar to arthapatti. From the purport 
underlying the vidhi (vidhyak%h$pa), we apprehend tXit apufva, 
according to the Mimamsakas, 

Even though the agency by which the desired 
end is brought about Vayu is not stated 
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in tidhimhyay this' is unde^tood froni 

the sentences ^ich follow it, especially as it is 
necessary for the vidhivdkya. This is the meaning. 
In the rale of prohibition: *'Therefore, one shall 
not threaten a Brahman- with assault,” though the 
vidhivahya does not state what would happen 
to one who so threatens, still we understand 
that the action of doing the prohibited thing will 
bring into effect a fine of a hundred gold coins, 
from the sentence which follows the text 
enjoining the prohibition. We take it that 
the prohibited action will lead to the fine, as it is 
necessary for the passage which enjoins the prohi< 
bitiom While this is so, why, in this case fnamely 
idte sacrifice to Vayu^, should we disregard or 
ignore what is plainly understood from the senten¬ 
ces closely following the {vidhivaJcya) that the sacri¬ 
fice will bring prosperity through the agency of 
Vayu and resort to the help of an inference or 
ai^ehensibn (tipadana) for stating that the 
SaorMce will yield the desired end? There is a 
Saying to this effect; "Who will bury a treasure 
of gold in a room in his own house and go to 
beg of a miser in his desire for wealth?” This 
fiolds godd in your case' (Mimamsaka’s^. 
Besides, the fine of a hundred gold coins is the 
fi^i^lt not of any (intermediary) opMrm or adrishta. 

the fiian who obeys the commands laid down 
(fn the man who does not follow 

then!/ i^d ?to the fnan who does what is censured 
dl|i^(^iohibIS----t6 all of them, all the pleasure 
bip pain (dvdiha) results from the 
fawitif or'the fifbw^ the Supreme Person. 

■; ! :t',■■ i" - -.1 ’ ■ , ■ ■ ■■■ ■ 

5 i ' ^ 'prove ^hisi there ai?e various Bruits, such 
as ’tiieiseivthjkt Mi ‘‘^‘It is ' inde^ ’' iHe who 
'T^iMya ITplintrAaici; '^Whhii a ifi4h 

U 



is in ooastftBt and imi&terrapted of 

iihe Supreme Being), b& bas no feun. (Whoti 
ih^e is interruption in the meditation), then 
does he become subject to fear,” **For fear of 
Him does the wind blow; iot fear of Him does 
the sun rise, for fear of Him, do Agui and Indra 
('perform their respective duties) and the god of 
death who is the ^th among them runs Con His 
errands) for fear of Him. (TaiUiriya Ufant^uu^ 
“It is by the orders of this imperishable CSopreme 
Being), 0 Gargi,* that the sun and the moon 
stand supported. It is by the orders of the 
Supreme !^ing that men, who have neoeived 
gifts praise the giver, being obliged to him, tibat 
the gods praise those that perform saorifioes and 
the pitris those who perform Cthe sraddhm)" 

* Brihadarmyaka Upaniithedt\h^-^9 

So the Dramidabhashyti says:* 

“By His orders, the wind sweeps along wad 
the rivers flow; within the bounds ptoacribiefd by 
Him, the oceans leap about like rams that hare 
become excited”. 

“These worlds remain without dropping iotm 
or breaking to pieces, being subject to His wUl, 
He knows those who perform His bidding 
rewards them in His compassion, because He 
knows everything and is proficient in all the i^s." 
This means, “To the man who nnderatands 1^ 
real truth concerning the nature oi( the Supreme 
Person and then performs the rites ana Jiuties 
prescribed for him, as also aifiinpin* 

panied by jnana, alt pleasures extending even to 
th^ attainment of Him result by His fl^anoj and 
so also freedom from fear, eaoh aooo|Rding toi ,His 
endeavour. To the man i^ho does not 

i* A 
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(tti Him with trae knowledge of His nature and 
who does not perform the duties prescribed for 
Him and performs those that have been oondemned 
as evil, immeasurable sufferings including the non- 
attainment of Him result from His frown and so 
also feai^.” 

Bhagavan himself says:- 

“Perform the duties prescribed for you; for, 
the performance of karma is superior to jnana. 
(without h^rma )” 0-ita III - 8. Having here laid 
down that all iarim should be performed with 
knowledge, He says again:- 

' ' f ' 

‘^Surrender all karma unto me.” {Qita, HI-30J 
by which He declares that all karma is of the 
nature of. His worship and that all souls are. 
suhjiect tOi His control. 

He then proceeds to say:- 

'^hose who perform this bidding of mine 
without foilure, ^ose who have faith in thei^. 
teaching of the Satiras and those who do 
nc^ speak with cemtempt of them-—all these 
obtain telease from karma." 

•‘Those who do not do my bidding out of con¬ 
tempt, those who have no faith in it—these will 
become deluded in regard to all knowledge. Enow 
that thiy d^id all'BOnse”. Oiid IIf-38-83. 

fin these two slokas) Bhagavan praises those 
who peeforsU His commands and censures those who 
act oqntrary to His bidding and states again that 
those who do not act according to His command 
dmmlilmtwtme that th^ will have a 

diae^farinbie Ichiw desth^R^ 
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“Those wicked and orael men who hate nie— 
throw them into the boadage of aamsara and that 
in asuric births. ... 

“Having obtained asurio births* these fools are 
born again and again and without ever attcuning 
me: they finally reach the most disreputable of 
all conditions”. Qita (^v-19-^). 

“He who performs all Jcarma with the thought 
that it is really I that make him peirform it-^he 
will, by my grace, attain thcP eternal state from 
which there is no change.” Oita XVIII-^. 

Thus, He points out the condition of eternal 
bliss assigned to those who do His bidding. Some 
exaggerated statements are made in Karma Mvmamaa' 
in the chapter on the gods, in order that those isrho 
have not studied Vedanta may not lose their 
faith in Tcarma and in order that they may continue 
to have faith in all karma. Those who are Well- 
versed in the Vedas know that the two parts 
Karma Mimamsa and Brahma Mimamsa form a single 
Bastra. In order to emphasise ,the importamie of 
karma, it is stated in the chapter on the gods that 
the fruit of the karma comes of itself and not from 
any gods. The real intention is not to deny the 
agency of the gods. 


The Arguments, to prove the entente of 
The Region (rf Eternal Glory (Nltyavibhutl). 

In the same way as this Supreme Being, Nara>^ 
yana, has infinite knowledge, bliss, and parity. 
Cwhioh are attributes that define His natturej^ iiij 
the same way as He has oodntless, wonderfal and: 
unsurpassed, anspioioos ^uahlaei anohi 
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power, strength, lordship, might and splendour, in 
the same way as He controls, by his will, all other 
things, sentient and non-sentient, so also He has 
a celestial and unchanging form, which, besides 
being to his liking, conforms to His nature; He. has 
likewise countless ornaments of wonderful and 
varied beauty in keeping with His form; He 
has also innumerable and wonderful weapons 
suited to His might; He f has, besides, a Spouse 
of unsurpassed glory with a form pleasing to Him 
and conforming to His greatness and with beauty, 
greatness, sovereignty and goodness suited to His 
nature; He has. moreover a retinue of countless 
followers and attendants who possess boundless 
auspicious qualities like wisdom and the capacity 
for rendering service suited to Him; He has, 
further, countless objects and aocmpaniments of 
enjoyment suited to His nature, and to his great¬ 
ness. So also He has a celestial abode which far 
transcends the power of speech and of mind to 
describe. There are thousands of passages in the 
Bfutis which state that all these are eternal and 
immaculate. 

(Here are some of them^:- 

“I know this Supreme Person whose complexion 
is radi^t like the sun.” Purusha BuJcta. 

'’"This person is within the sun, all golden in 
appearance; His eyes are like the red lotus 
blossoming in the rays of the sun.” Chandogya 
UptMisehod l’’6—6 

^ the ether inside the heart, this Person 

dM^llS^ He^ oah he grasped Oniy by the p^e mind. 
He is immortal, all golden.” MundalM'tPpmshd^^ 
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The word manomwjfa in the («d)QveJf BmU vmwb 
**that can be grasped only by the niind that Is pure.*' 

“All the moments had their origin from thisf 
Person who is like lightning.’* 

“Prom the Person like lightning” means fron^ 
the Person whose colour is like that of lightning", 

“He shines like a black cloud in the middle of 
the flame of fire which shines like a streak of 
lightning". Narayanopanithad: 13-2 

This means:- This flame of fire which is in the 
ether of the small lotus (of the hearty has, in the 
middle of it, the form of the Supreme ]^ing shining 
like a black cloud and resembles, therefore, lightnihg 
which has within it a black cloud; 

“He can be grasped only by the mind thatis 
pure; He has all beings in the world for His bOi^, 
He has a radiant form. His will is irresistible; His 
form is as subtle as ether (ttkoM); He is tb# solo 
doer of all that takes place; He has all objoots of, 
pure enjoyment; He has all ('transoendsntal^, 
fragrances and flavours. He has all these auspioioos 
qualities, since He is perfect in Himself, He is 
indifferent to everything and does not speak of 
anything”. 

“He is dressed in a raiment coloured with 
saffron" and so forth. 

“The Spouse of Vishnu is the queen oi the 
world”. “The goddess of the earth and tbq goddess 
Lakshmi are His wives”, “The Buris are always 
gazing at the supreme abode of Vishnu”, ‘Pta 
lives beyond this universe of matter (rajas); His 
celestial form is endless; It is incomprehensible 
(avyaUa)^ ancient* omnipresent and > beypudi 
region of tamoif". ,,: j . mi ai oH 
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‘who kneditotra on this Brahtnan set within 
tilt eave of the heart*-~ Ha attains the Supreme 
abode of Brahman”. ‘It alone is the past and it is the 
future and it is in the Supreme Ether that never 
ohaages”* It is from these and hundreds of such 
arutw that all this is ascertained. 

In “That supreme abode of Vishnu etc.,” it is 
Stated that the Suris are always gazing at it. From 
the words “always gazing" t it is learnt that there 
are oertain beings with perfect knowledge or wis* 
dom whose vision is eternal. The words may be 
interpretted to mean either “Those who are suris 
gaze always” or “Those who always gaze are suris". 
In both oases> it cannot be said that the sentence 
cannot be considered as declaring more things than 
(me. Sinoe these things cannot be proved by any 
other pramana than the sruti, in this passage, 
Idiree things are declared as existing; the suris 
who are Vernal; their vision, and the Supreme 
Abode which has them both or, in other words, 
tine SiQ>reme Abode qualified by the suris and their 
gaze is here declared to exist, as it has not been 
estabUsbed elsewhere (aprapta) or by other pramanas. 

CThe sage Jaimini^ says in his Purva Mimamsa: 
“U they are not tnught elsewhere, the ancillary 
aspects of a nte mentioned along with the 
performance of the rite itself should be considered 
as abto pteswtibed, because they are insepturable 
|r^ the rite, itself^” For example, in vWm 
^UOifung the rite like *^The offering made to Agni 
W iu ei|^t potsherds,” bbbh the rite itself 
enilj the aimillary features oi the rite (like the 
potshCirdSi) aodrthe god Agni, which Imve not 
been iAttablished elsewhere should be oonsideiied as 

is ordained is (dm rite 
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qualified by all aboillary featured rSo alsd 'here 
there is nothing inappropriate in spying that tiie. 
Supreme Abode of Brahman is declared to exist 
with Suris gazing at it always,” because they have 
not been established elsewhere or otherwise. 
Yedio scholars maintain that the mantras uttered 
while offering (homa) in the fire and the mantras 
repeated while it is being offered, the rnantras 
used in japas, the mantras which are chanted 
(stotra) and also those that are uttered (without 
chanting) (s%stra\ those which are found in the 
respective contexts and those which are found 
elsewhere out of these contexts — that all 
these are of significance and convey their 
meaning just as they stand in the same 
way as the Brahmanas, provided what they 
state has not been already established and provided 
also that what they express is not opposed to the 
pramanas. A Stotra tells of the attributes of a 
god and is intended to be chanted or sung. A Sastra, 
on the other hand, speaks of the attributes of a god 
and is to be uttered (without being sung). In the 
case of mantras which describe the materials to 
be employed in the rite, those statements which are 
made in them about the attributes of particular 
deities, provided they have not been established 
otherwise and are not opposed (to the pramanaaj 
are appropriate to the application of the rite. 

This passage in the sruti, viz,, “The Bafis ahrays 
gaze at this supreme abode of Viedinu” is' UOt 
concerned with souls that have obtained relea^^ 
for the word “always” (which means eterne)^^) 
would then be out of place. Nor can it be said that 
the Suris refer to the beginningless StiOaui Of 
released souls in wluoh case “always”' A^ht he 
justified* “Gaze” always signifies that hadh of thOtfi 



is the doer of the action of gazing. So, othei^ 
interpretations would be against the spirit of the 
sruti. Even in regard to passages which refer to 
an action, it has already been shown that mantras 
and arthavadas convey valid ideas. Much more then, 
should tiiere be a real idea in passages concerning 
an established entity (^siddhavastu) which is under¬ 
stood from the interpretation of the words. There¬ 
fore the reasoning followed here to prove the 
existence of the Supreme Abode of Brahman and 
of the eternal Suris is just. 

Theffollowing^ objection may be made here:— 
“The word Paramapad/i in the sruti which has been 
rendered into ‘the Supreme Abode of Brahman’ really 
means the essential nature (soarupa) of the Supreme 
Being. In passages like **Paramapada, which has the 
name Vishnu, is absolutely free from all that is 
objectionable or faulty”. Paramapada and Vishnu are 
spoken of as being identical. CSo how could the 
sruti in question prove the existence of the Supreme 
Abode (A Vishnu?^. 

We answer: “It is not so. The Supreme Abode 
is itself declared to exist in passages like the 
following:- 

“He dwells beyond this world of rajas or 
matter.” Bajas here stands for sattvam and tamos 
as well, all the three of them being qualities of 
matter. 

“Ho lives in the Supreme Ether [oilman) which 
is imperishable.” ' 

ffHoiwho presides over all dwells in the S upreme 

■'■■'I ' ■'< ' 
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“He who knows Him that dwells in the "Supreme 

Etlier within the cave...” Further that the 

Paramapada is the abode and is different from 
Vishnu is clear also from the genitive or sixth 
case in “of Vishnu.” Moreover when it is stated, 
^‘The Paramapada which has the name Vishnu,” 
there is an implication that there are other 
par.^vtapadas- It is only that paramapada which 
is other than the Paramapada of the name Vishnu 
that is said to exist and to be gazed at always 
by the Saris. 

To explain: In some places the word pam/wa- 
pada is employed to denote the Supreme Abode; 
it is sometimes employed to denote also the 
individual self freed from matter or praJcriti and 
it is also used sometimes to denote Bhagavan, 
In the passage: “In that Paramapada of Vishnu, 
the saris are always gazing at it”, it refers to 
the abode. In the passage “The great Pamma- 
pada, which has no qualities, becomes assopiated with 
qualities (sattvam, rajas, and tamos) during creation, 
continuance and dissolution and is seen to be of 
three kinds”, the word paramapada means the soul 
freed from matter. In the passage paramapada 
named Vishnu is without anything objeotionahle 
or faulty”, the word means Vishnu. All these three 
meanings are conveyed by the word paramapacto, as 
each of them is the supreme object of nttaioment. 
If it is asked how all these three could;, hb objbets of; 
attainment, we answer as follows:-Bhagavan isjtibo 
supreme end or goal to be attained. The other two 
a];e also objects, of tittainment, as they aria attained 
along with Bhagavan. The attainment! bf that pondi-; 
tion of the soul which is free from all the bondage of 
matter takes place along with the attaismeht of 
Bhagavan as is stated in the following aruti- “Tliosh 
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auspicious qualities that are desired in mohha are 
obscured by anrita” The word anrita means harma 
which obscures from us the true qualities of Bhaga- 
van.. If it is asked, “How are we to know that the 
t^nriid which obscures is the karma of the seif in 
bondage, we cite the following slskas in support of 
the. contention.*, 

‘^Avidya which has the name karma is a third 
power Xsaktt) other (than these two). By it, 0 king, 
tiae power (sakti) called the soul in bondage 
(ksJtetraj na) -which is found in all bodies is covered or 
obscured. Owing to the obscuration, the sout 
experiences all sorts of suffering due to samsara”* 
VisJimi, Purana. '• 

(Avidija and anriia are known to be synonymous 
termsj. 

f. ' ' ■ ■ 

' That the attain ment of the abode of the Supremq 
Being takes place along with the attaininent o^ 
fi!|i4gavan is obvious (add needs no explanation)* , 

' In thb “He who dwells beyond this worl^ 6? 

7*iijas signifies prakriti or riiatter which ii^, 
endowed with three qualities sattvam, rajas, and tamahf^ 
beeatis'e mere rajas cannot stand by itself. So the 
passage means, “He dwells in a region which lies 
beyond ■‘ matter possessed of the three qualities'’. 
From this, we infer that 'Vishnu’s abode lies beyond 
or matter which is the object of enjoyment 
for the self in bondage and which is oonstiti|ted of 
sattyam, rajas and So also in. the sruti:- 

know this'l^hpreme FJdr^pn Ij^ving the radiance qf 
thh sun ahd’dwelli^ beyond <akas,” the word tama^ 
a^^ifiesJprh!l/*Vf, as ^nibire to e^ciqt hy 

!^is pas'sage nieahS tiis iiame as that which speaks 
of Vishnu living beyond wyo?,; Ih* 



the Supreme Person radiant like the sun and 
dwelling beyond tamas or frahriti," Further, it ie said 
♦“The person that knows Brahman, who is truth, 
knowledge and infiniteness and who dwells in the 
Supreme Ether (vyoman) within the cave” and 
likewise, “In the imperishable Supreme Ether”. 
From these two sruH texts, it is learnt that 
this abode is changeless and is called by the 
name “the Supreme vyoman or Ether”. Since the 
quality of imperishability is attributed to the Supreme 
Ether in the sruti quoted above, the solar system 
(adityamandala) and the like which are perishable 
are not to be called by the words “Supreme Ether”. 

♦ Taittiaiya AranyaTca: {1-1) 

From passages like {“Where there is a class of 
deias or gods called sadhyah" and “Where there are 
ancient rishis or seers from the earliest times”, 
we learn that these are the suris referred to 
elsewhere. The same idea is conveyed by the srutu 
•“Vishnu’s supreme abode (paramapada), where there 
are beings with divine wisdom (idprasah) singing (the 
praise of the LordJ, (vipanyavah) ever vigilant in their 
vision (or knowledge^, {jagruvamsaJi). viprasah means 
“beings possessed of wisdom”; vipanyavah means 
“ever singing praises”. Jagruvamsah means ‘whose 
intelligence never fails them'. So it means:- “These 
wise seers whose wisdom never fails shine radiantly 
always singing the praise of Vishnu’s paramapada”, 

* Tad viprasah vipanyavah jagruvamsah samiadkate 
Vishnoh yat paramam padam. 

Since the sruti says, “This, my dear, existed at 
the begining only as Bat, alone and without a second”, 
it has to be understood that these followers, the 
abode and the like are included in the essential 

t TtiiUwi^fi^Atanifalia: 1^. : ' ‘ 
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nature of the Supreme Being, just like the multitude 
of auspicious qualities like knowledge, strength and 
lordship. The words “only as 8a>t'\ “alone” and 
“without a second” show that they have to be 
included as being within Brahman, because they 
from part of His transcendental, non-material 
(aprakrlta) attributes* The word ‘this' in "This, my 
dear, existed at the beginning as refers to this 
universe consitituted of experiencing subjects {Jioas) 
bound by Icarrna and the objects experienced or 
enjoyed by them. “The Suris always gaze at it” 
shows that they are not subject to lanna, because 
their vision is eternal. The srnti which begins with 
“He is free from sin” and e.nds with “He has no thirst’ 
declares that Brahman is without any of those 
objectionable features that are seen in praJcriti 
(matter^ with its three qualities, in the modifications 
of praJcriti, and in the Jicas who are associated with 
them, which three form the materials of His play 
{Lila). Then the same sentence proceeds to declare 
by the word satyaJcama that the objects of His enjoy¬ 
ment and the implements of His enjoyment are 
true (i.Q-j eternal. Whatever is desired is 
hama. He whose objects of desire are true (i. e.) 
eternal, is satyaJcama. Therefore, whatever objects 
^nd implements of enjoyment are desired by the 
Supreme Brahman as suitable are true (i.e.) eternal. 
The materials of His play {Lila), which are other 
than the objects and instruments of His enjoymenti 
are also eternal, in as much as they are capable of 
being grasped by the pramanas. They are however 
subject to modification, though eternal, and are 
henee unstable and changing. On the other hand, 
the objects and implements of His enjoyment in 
pararttapada are, besides being eternal,, unchanging 
and stable and true. Brahman is also declared in that 
ttruU to be satyasmJcodpo. It means that although 
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He has countless, eternal and wonderful objects 
and implements of enjoyment, He could, by 
His mere will, create innumerable objects unseen 
before* 

The word satyasarikalpa ('omnipotent), declares 
that the nature, existence, activity and differences of 
all things, namely - the materials of His play (ZfiZa), 
the objects and implements of His enjoynaent, the 
sentient and the non-sentient, those that are not 
subject to change as well as those that are subject 
to change—all these depend upon His will. 

The same truth is conveyed by ItiJuisas and 
Pvranas which elaborate and elucidate the Vedas;- 
Hrimad Ramayana was composed solely to elucidate 
the Vedas, as may be seen from the following slokat- 
“•The great sage, Valmiki, found that these two boys, 
Kusa and Lava, were intelligent and well-versed in 
the Vedas and taught them the Bimayana to illustrate 
and explain the Vedas,’. In the Ramayana, w'e find 
the following (in Mandodari’s lament): t“Tfiis Bamtb 
is surely the great Yogin, the eternal Supreme 
Self; He has no beginning, no middle, and no end) 
He is greater than the great; He dwells in the 
transcendental, non-material (aprakrita) ' W(^ffd 
beyond tamas. He is the protector of the weffd 
armed with sankha, chakra and gada (’club). Hi 
has the mole Sri Vatsa on His chest; He haS, 
as His inseparable Spouse, the goddess Lakshmi. 
He is invincible, eternal, immutable". And else¬ 
where we find in The Ramayana the follpwing;- 

“All his arrows of various kinds and his long 
bow took human forms and followed Bama". 

. _ V', 

• The Ramayana: Balakanda: 4-6 [ j, i.;.; 

, t I^d: Xudi^kqndf.: ,, . oj Wvrva. 



“He entered into the splendour that is Vishnu 
with his body and with all his followers”. 

In the Vishnu Parana we find the following:- 

“Hari’s form is, 0 king, one in which all these 
great powers are found established. It is different 
from all else and is beyond all measure”. 

“Hari is Brahman with a form; all Jioas are 
subservient to Him The eternal mother of the 
world, Lakshmi, is inseparable from Him”. 

“Just as Vishnu pervades everywhere, Lakshmi, 
too, 0 best of Brahmins, pervades all- If Vishnu 
assumes the form of a god, she, too, assumes a like 
form. If He assumes the form of a human being, she, 
too, assumes a human form; She makes her form 
always be in conformity with that of Vishnu”. 

“In His Supreme Abode, there are Yogis ever 
in contemplation of Brahman, exclusive of all 
other things, and the Suris are always gazing at it”. 

“Divisions of time like hala (a few seconds^ and 
muhoortha fone and a half hours) do not produce 
any change in that region of glory”. 

In the Mahabharata also it is said:- 

*‘The Supreme Abode (Vaikmitah) is a 
celestial region, imperishable and incomprehensibly 
magnificent; it cannot be seen by our senses or intel* 
Ugenoe; it can be understood only from the Agamasr, 
rt exists from the beginning. Go there, 0 Lord, and 
hi every htlpa protect us that have sought refuge in 
Thee by ihoUrnating in Thy divine form”. 

“Time is itself subject to change there. It has 
no sway in that region”. 

; too says (in 1-1-21):- 



“He who is seen within the sun and withia the 
eye is Brahman, because ^0 this UpaUishad:) 
attributes peculiar to Him are taught”. 

This 8u,tra indicates that the Supreme Brahman 
has a form. Its purport is as follows:- He who is 
seen within the sphere or inandcda of the sun is the 
Supreme Being, the Supreme Brahman, Narayana. 
He shines like a mountain of molten gold; He has 
countless beams like the beams of a crore of suns; 
He has long and clear eyes like the petals of a lotus 
opened by the rays of the sun, and standing on firm 
stalks in deep water; He has beautiful eyebrows, a 
beautiful forehead and a beautiful nose; His lips are 
like coral and lit up with a smile. His cheeks are 
tender and lovely; His neck is like the conch; His 
well-formed ears are over his lofty shoulders; Hia 
arms are robust, round and long. The palms of His 
hands are charming and rosy with beautiful fingers; 
He has a slender waist and a broad chest. The 
members of His body are well-proportioned; the 
divine build of His body defies all description; His 
complexion is attractive; His two feet are as loyely 
as newly blossomed lotuses; He is dressed in yellow 
raiment adapted to His greatness; He wears 
countless and wonderful ornaments of a celestial 
nature, such as a brilliant crown, ear-rings, neck¬ 
laces, the gem Kaustubha, armlets, bracelets, ank¬ 
lets and waistband; He is adorned with the oonoh, 
the discus {chaJcra); the club {gada), the bow {sarnga\ 
the mole, Srivatsa, and the garland of wild flowars 
{vanamala). By His unsurpassed beauty, He allures 
all minds and eyes; He fills all things moving 
and non-moving, with the nectar of His loveliness; 
His youthfulness is eternal and is wonderfiil and 
inconceivable; His smile is as charming as a iflowei^ 
by His holy fragrance, He fills all e^iittflters: 
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by his grandeur. He overwhelms the three worlds; 
He blesses those that seek His protection with 
His sweet glance full of compassion and love. 

He has, for play, the creation, maintenance, 
and dissolution of all the world; He is free from all 
blemish; He is the treasurehouse of all auspicious 
qualities and is absolutely different from all other 
things 

The words, “Because attributes peculiar to Him 
are taught”, in the Bwtra referred to above, find 
their explanation in the following srutk:- ‘'He rules 
over all the worlds and fulfils all desires and He 
rises above all evil (karma). His attributes and 
qualities' are brought out in the following sruiis:- 
“He has all things under His sway”; “He is the 
Lord of everything”; “He is free from the taint of sin. 
He is not subject to old age ('end the like)” The 
sruti ends with satyasankalpah ('i. e,^ omnipotence. 
Similarly, the srutis say, “He is superior to all 
('sentient beings) in the Universe and is eternal. 
He is the soul of all. He is Narayana and is called 
also Hari”. “He is the Lord of the Universe and 
is subject to no one above Him”. 

The Vakyakara has also conveyed all this 
meaning as follows:- “The passage in the sruti 
says, “A person radiant like gold is seen in the 
sphere of the sun. The person referred to in it is 
the Wise One (Prajnah), the Inner Self of all, for 
the sruti teaches that He is the Lord of the 
world and the Dispenser of all that is desired. So 
also He is described as being free from the 
taint ’pf all sin”. The Vakyakara also declares 
t^at this form of the Lord should not be 
considered as not being eternal:-~ *‘It may be 
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asked wHether this form is one assumed by the Lord, 
for the time being, to bless His devotees. The 
Lord may be thought of as taking a form for showing 
His grace to His devotees.” Having stated this prirm 
facie view, he refutes it by saying, “This form (of the 
Lord) cannot be perceived by the senses; it can be 
apprehended only by the mind that is pure: for that 
is how it is described fin the sruUy*. Just as jntma 
and other qualities which define the nature of 
Brahman are considered to be His essential 
attributes and are, on that account, understood to 
be eternal, so also, since this form is also spoken 
of in the sruti as defining the nature of Brahman, 
it should also be considered as eternal just like 
the essential nature (svarupa) of Brahman itself. 
CDramidacharya) the commentator (Bliasliyakara) has 
explained it as follows:- “This Tform) of the Lord who 
created the world in an instant is not merely an 
illusory appearance; it cannot be seen with the eye 
of the flesh; it is apprehended only by the pure mind 
with the help of other aids; for the sruti says, “It is 
not apprehended by the eye and can be apprehended 
only by the pure mind”. A deity without form would 
not be taught by the sntti as having a form; the Sastra 
teaches the truth about things just as they are. The. 
srutis say:— “His raiment is coloured with saffron”. 
“He shines radiant like the sun in a region beyond 
tamas”. The statements made by the srutis in other 
contexts are also evidences. “Having the colour of 
the sun” {hiranmaya) means resemblance in radianoe 
and not “made of gold”, as in the (phrase) “a face 
like the moon”. So far the words of the Vahyahara; 
it has been commented upon as follows:— “The 
suffix vmyat (in hiranmaya) does not signify 'made of’ 
because the Atman is not a thing ma,de of any thing”. 
Just as from the sruti which declares that Brahman 
has countless qualities likeynana, we understand 
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Brahman bais attributes in the form of innume¬ 
rable auspicious qualities, so also from the sruii: 
"“He has a form radiant like the sun”; we under¬ 
stand that Narayana, who is the Supreme Brahman 
and Purushottama, has a form which is to His liking 
and which is suited to His nature. 

Similarly from such sruHs as “The Spouse of 
Vishnu is the queen of the world, “The goddess of 
the earth and the goddess Lakshmi are His 
wives”. “The suris are always gazing etc.,” “beyond 
ianias'* “dwelling in a region beyond rajas," we learn 
that He has consorts, attendants, a place of abode 
and the like. Thus says the BhashyaTtara ("Drami- 
dacharya):- “The Sastra teaches things just as they 
really are”. To explain;- Just as from the statement 
"Brahman is Truth, Knowledge, and Infiniteness”, we 
learn that Brahman is free from all trace of blemish 
and is the abode of infinite bliss and has no limita¬ 
tions whatsoever and is therefore different from 
all other things, just as from the sruiis, “He knows 
all things; He knows all the characteristics of every¬ 
thing”; “He has various kinds of supreme power, 
and the strength, knowledge and activity which 
belong to His nature are also varied and supreme”; 
“While He shines, everything else shines and that 
too only by His splendour”—just as from these we 
have to understand that He has unsurpassed and 
innumerable qualities which are different from those 
of all others, so also from srutis like “He has a form 
radiant like the sun”, we have to understand thacHe 
has a form, attendants, an abode and other things 
different from those of others, unique and found 
exclusively in Him and that their nature and charac¬ 
ter baffle description. 

If the Vedas are valid sources of knowledge, 
aeatenoes whioli ezgoin a9 aotifity, manias 
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which sing the praises of deities and arthavadas 
which explain the performance of the rites 
and give reasons for the injunction, should 
all be considered as valid sources of knowledge, so 
long as these ideas have not been already established 
elsewhere and are not opposed to the other pramanas. 
The authority of the Vedas is thus declared in the 
Jaimini 8idra> “The relation between the word and its 
meaning is something innate and eternal’' ("and not 
conventional). In the same way as fire.ishotand 
water cold by their very nature (svabhaviJca) — in the 
same way as the senses like sight have, by their very 
nature, the power of giving rise to knowledge of a 
specific kind, even so, the power of a word to give 
rise to a meaning is innate and natural. It oonnot 
be maintained that the power of a word to convey a 
meaning is based on convention (sanketa), just likp 
conventional gestures made with the hand. The 
relation between the word and its meaning has 
continued from time immemorial without any break. 
Further, no one knows who established any such 
convention between the word and its meaning. 
Wherever there is a convention, the author of the 
convention is ("invariably^ known directly or 
indirectly. It cannot be stated that the relation 
between the word and its meaning is conventional 
as in the word “Devadatta” used as the name 
of a person. In such words as “Devadatta”, it 
is known to be a convention directly or indirectly. 
(We know who gave the person the name “Deva¬ 
datta” But in the case of words like “cow”, though 
the meaning has been conveyed by the word from 
beginningless time, no one knows by whom any such 
convention as in “Devadatta” was first established. 
Therefore, the power of such words as “cow” to 
convey their respective meanings should be con¬ 
sider^ innate or eternal Cand not conventional^ 
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■It is tkS natural as the power of fire to 
burn and the power of the senses to generate 
peroeption. 

It may be asked, “If the word has the power 
of conveying a meaning by its very nature just like 
the senses in giving perceptual knowledge, why 
should a knowledge of the association (samhandha) 
between the word and its meaning be necessary for 
oonve 3 dng the meaning?”, The answer is *'As in the 
case of the reason (linga) when an inference is 
made”. That is, in the same way as a knowledge of 
the invariable association between smoke and fire is 
necessary while making the inference, “Because there 
is smoke here, there must be fire here", a knowledge 
of the invariable association between the word and 
its meaning is necessary for the conveyance of the 
specific meaning. If so, it may be asked, “Would it 
not be a case of inference (anumana) when the 
meaning is conveyed by the word?”. We answer as 
follows:- “No. The association or relationship 
between a word and its meaning is of one kind and 
that between reason (hetu) and the knowledge deriv¬ 
ed from inference is of another kind. The resemb¬ 
lance is only in respect of knowledge arising out of 
a knowledge of relationship or association. (In 
ianunuina) or inference, the relationship is that bet¬ 
ween cause ( fire^ and effect (smoked. Here in the 
case of words, the relationship is that between the 
idea conveyed and that which conveys it^. Since 
the power of conveying a meaning is seen whenever 
the knowledge of the relationship ("between the word 
and; its meaning) is present and since, in spite of 
continuity, from beginningless time, of this power, no 
one has known of any one who established any such 
convention, we conclude that, in the word itself, 
IIS'an innate ot natural power. 



Similarly, when a number of words, eaoh with a 
meaning of its own, are employed to form what is 
called a sentence, they express or convey a 
meaning, when the mutual relationship between the 
different words comes to be known. When the way 
in which the words are uttered in succession depends 
upon the intelligence of a man, these sentences are 
said to be of human authorship. On the other hand, 
when the order in which the words are uttered 
depends upon immemorial tradition, they are said to 
be without human authorship and are called *‘Vedas”. 
This is what is meant by saying that the Vedas 
are not of human authorship and that they 
are eternal. The words in Vedic passages are uttered 
in a certain order which is invariably followed by 
a remembrance of the traditional order existing 
from time immemorial. This is what constitutes 
non-human authorship and eternal being, l^ese 
ooliections of words or syllables existing in a certain 
order of succession are Vedas and they are four: Mvk, 
Yajus, Bammi and Atharvan and eaoh has innumerable 
branches. These Vedas consisting of injunctions 
(vidhis), mantras {hymns), and arthavadas or 
explanatory comments teach us the essential nature 
of Narayana, who is the Supreme Brahman, the 
way of worshipping Him and the fruit of sudi 
worship. The ooliections of words called ‘Vedas’ 
which remind us of the Supreme Person, His 
worship and the fruit of that worship are as 
eternal as the Supreme Person Himself. Since 
the Vedas are boundless and hard to understand, 
some Maharishis directed by the Supreme Person 
reminded themselves in every kalpa of the meaning 
of the Vedas and composed JDharmasastras, JiMhasas 
and Puranas based on the injunctions, mantras and 
arthavadas of the Vedas for the benefit of the 
whole world. The werds omployed in ofdiiiatir 
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life were also picked oat from the Vedas and 
have been employed in successive ages to denote 
Uieir respective meanings as before in the Vedas. 
“If so”, it may be asked, fi. e.) if all words with 
their meanings have been taken from the Vedas, 
why should a distinction be made between them 
saying, “This is so in the Vedas” and “This is so 
and so in ordinary language?” The answer is, 
“These words used in the Vedic order of succession 
have a certain meaning, whereas the same words used 
elsewhere in a different way have a different meaning. 

RECAPITULATION 

Thus. Narayana, who is the Supreme Brahman, 
can be understood only from the Vedas with 
their auxiliary treatises (angas) as elucidated and 
explained in lUhasas, Pttranas and Dharmasastras. 
He is opposed to all that is objectionable or 
impure and is different from all else; His essential 
nature is infinite knowledge and bliss and He 
has, by His very nature, unsurpassed, wonderful 
and innumerable auspicious qualities; all things, 
sentient and non>sentient, owe their origin, their 
oontinuanoe and their varied activities to His 
will. He has a region of supreme glory inityatdbhuti)f 
which is infinite in its nature and in its character. 
So also He has, for the objects and instruments of 
His play (lila\ this world constituted of countless 
and varied beings, sentient and non-sentient. 

In passages like the following:- 

t “All this is, indeed, Brahman”, “All this has 
Bralunan for its soul”. • “That thou art, O Sveta- 
ketu”; **Some call Him Agni, some call Him Marats, 

f Chmndogya Uparmhed f 3-14-1) 

* The readii]^ in Manu Buriti in the Nirna3ra- 
Sag^ edition is Manu instead dt Marats. 



others call Him Prajapati ^Brahma), some’ agaia oalt 
Him Indra, others again call Him Prana, yet 
others call Him the eternal Brahman”. “Wl^tever 
shining lights there are in this world, the three ^worlds; 
the three lords of these three worlds, the three Vedas 
the three fires, the five kinds of offerings made in 
the fire, all the gods—all these are only the son of 
Devaki (i. ej Sri Krishna”. “Thou art the sacrifice, 
Thou the word vashatkara. Thou art the syllable om. 
Thou art the Vasu Bitudhama. Thou art Prajapathi 
among the Vasus”. “The whole Universe is Thy body; 
Thy firmness is the earth; Fire is Thy wrath and the 
Moon Thy grace”. All the shining lights are 
Vishnu; all the worlds are Vishnu; the mountains, 
the four quarters, the rivers, and the ocean—all these 
are only Vishnu- He is, O best of Brahmins, every¬ 
thing that exists as perceived by the senses and so 
also everything that is not perceived by the senses.” 
In all these sentences where there is grammatical 
apposition or co-ordination {sarmTiadhikaranya), it is 
only Brahman that is denoted by all the words, as He 
has all things for His body and is in all modes 
(prakara). This has been already stated. The 
Supreme Brahman, who is omnipotent, willed, of 
His own accord, to become the many; He himself 
divided the Primal Element (Mahabhuia) which was in 
a subtle condition from the multitude of souls that lay 
merged in Him; He then created from the subtle 
Mahabhuta (Prakriti) the five primary elements (fire 
air, water, earth and ether) and caused. the 
experiencing souls to enter into them as their souls> 
He created the whole world out of these five 
elements mixed up with one another; He then 
entered into all as the soul of everything and stands 
in manifold modes or prakaras, with all things as 
His body, without giving up His nature ias the 
Supreme Being. This Primal Blemept CMfi>f^huta) 
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in its subtle form is what is called PrcJcriti. The 
experiencing subjects are called PurusJuis; Prakriti 
and PurusJui are both the bodies of the Supreme 
Being and are therefore His modes or prakaras* 
The Supreme Being, who has them as His prakaras 
or modes is denoted by the words Prakriti and 
Purusha. Everything that has been said so far is 
stated clearly in the following srufi:- 

“He willed ( saying)” *“I will become the many”. 
Having created it, He entered into it; having enterd 
into it, He became sat, the sentient being, (which 
remains the same always^ and tyat, the non-sentient 
thing ("which is ever subject to change^. He became 
the sentient being which cannot be described (in 
terms of genus or attributes^ and the non-sentient 
thing which can be so described. He became the 
non-sentient thing which is supported by the sentient 
being and also the sentient being which supports the 
non-sentient thing; He became the knowing self 
and non-sentient matter. He became the sentient 
being which is not subject to change or modification 
and is therefore called “the true, {satyam)” and the 
non-sentient thing subject to change and hence called 
the unreal (asatya)- In spite of His becoming 
the unreal, He still remains the True {satya)." 

* Taittiriya Upanisliad: Brahmanaiida - vaUi: 6 

The means of attaining Brahman has already 
been stated to be only hliakti (parabhakti) which 
is of the nature of constant meditation so intense 
as to become equal to vivid perception (pratyakska). 
This supreme hhakti (paraMmkti) results from 
Bhaktvyoga promoted by the performance of the 
duties and rites prescribed for one in accordance 
with one’s varna and asrama with a knowledge 
of the truths (tattva) obtained from the Qastras^ The 
27 



Word bJiakti is used in the sense of a special form 
of love (preeti) and love is only a form of jnana 
or knowledge. 

It may be stated by way of objection: “Pleasure 
and love are synonymous terms and men of the world 
say that pleasure is something different from jnana 
or knowledge and that it is the effect of jnana and 
not jnana itself.” It is not so. The special or 
particular kind of knowledge from which pleasure 
is said to result is itself pleasure. To explain:- 
The knowledge of objects may be of the nature 
of pleasure (aukha), pain (dukkha) and that which 
is neither pleasure nor pain. These acquire their 
special character as pleasure or pain or that 
which is neither pleasure nor pain from the nature 
of the objects. That jnana or knowledge which is 
characterised by a special object and which is 
said to produce pleasure is itself pleasure. There 
is nothing other than that knowledge to be called 
pleasure {stiklM). From this knowledge characterised 
by a certain kind of object, we can explain what¬ 
ever is meant by the word ‘pleasure’ fand there 
is no need to postulate an addtional entity or 
category called ‘pleasure’^ 

This jnana which is of the nature of pleasure 
for sukha) is, in the case of objects other than 
Brahman, limited and changeful. In the case of 
Brahman, this jnana, which is of the nature of 
pleasure, is boundless and constant* Therefore 
does the sruti say, “Brahman is bliss iAnanda).” 
Jnana or knowledge is concerned with objects and 
depends upon them. Therefore, Brahman which 
is of the nature of sukham is called mkha. The 
amU says, ‘“‘He is indeed rasa fdelight) and the 

* Taittiriya Upanishad : Brahmananda • vcdU ’• ?• 



%lb 


self (Jiva) having attained Him becomes blissful.” 
This means that since Brahman is sukham (delight), 
the soul that has attained Brahman be< 
comes delighted or blissful. Brahman is in 
Himself blissful and He becomes the cause 
of bliss in others as well. Since Brahman is a 
special form of delight or sukJia, the person who 
knows Brahman becomes delighted or blissful. The 
Supreme Brahman is the abode of boundless, 
unsurpassed, and innumerable, auspicious attributes; 
He is free from all blemish; He owns endless and 
supreme glory (vibhuti). Ho is the ocean, as it were, 
of boundless and wonderful qualities like goodness, 
beauty, and love. If He is meditated upon as one 
for whose purposes the soul of the Jiva exists and with 
the knowledge that the individual self exists for the 
fulfilment of His purposes, the Supreme Brahman 
himself, having become the object of boundless 
and wonderful love, will lead the soul to Himself. 

It may be asked here by way of objection, “What 
has been said would mean that absolute dependence 
(upon the Lord) leads to boundless and unsurpassed 
pleasure or bliss. But this is entirely opposed to all 
worldly experience. For to all beings endowed with 
intelligence, independence is most desirable and 
dependence ("upon othersJ is always painful- The 
smriti, too, says“The state of dependence on 
others is everywhere painful; independence of 
others or self-sovereignty is always happiness. 
Service has been described as dog’s life and 
hence it should be given up”. This objection can 
be raised only by those who think that the 
soul is identical with the body and who have not 
understood the essential nature of the soul as being 
different from the body. To explain: The word ‘body' 
refers to a mass (of fleshy characterised by a genus 
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such as ‘humans’ and qualities suoh as belong to 
‘humans’. The man of the world who is in samara 
finds the ‘I’ in his body. The objects that a man 
considers desirable are in accordance with his view 
of what the soul is. The objects desired by the lion, 
the tiger, the boar, the man, the yaksha, the 
Bakshasa, the demon, the god, the asura, and man and 
woman are suoh as depend on their respective 
conception of what their soul is. The essential 
nature of the soul is different from that of 
bodies suoh as those of gods and is of the form 
only of jnana. And this is characterised by entire 
dependence on the Supreme Self. The 8mriti says, 
“The soul is of the nature of jnana and is pure”. 
This shows that the soul is wholly of the form of 
Jnana. There are hosts of Srutis like “He (Brahman) 
is the Lord of the Universe”, which show that the 
soul exists only for the fulfilment of the Lord’s 
purposes {sesha). Therefore, we should understand 
that this desire for independence is, like the identifi* 
cation of the soul with bodies like those of the lion 
and the tiger, due to past karma and false knowledge. 
Therefore, the notion that things other than the 
Supreme Being are objects of pleasure is due only 
to past karma. That is why they are only pleasant 
to a very limited extent and for a very short time. 
Only the Supreme Being is, by His very nature, bliss. 
Therefore, the bliss attained from Him is permanent 
and boundless. 

The Bruti says “Brahman is 8ukhavn{kamy\ 

Everything else except Brahman is, by its 
nature, not pleasant. That the pleasure arising from 
objects is due to karma and is transient is stated as 
follows by Bhagavan Parasara 

“0 best of Brahmins, what are called Hell and 
ffvarga are due respectively to the demerits Cw«) 



and merits (^punya)- The same (thing) causes pain 
to one man, pleasure to another, jealousy to a third 
and anger to yet another; how then could these be 
called objects having permanent qualities like pleasure 
or pain? This means:- These are not objects, as they 
cause neither pleasure nor pain exclusively. When 
they appear exclusively as pleasure or as pain, it is 
due to the man’s past Tcarma, good or bad. Thus 
having shown that among many persons, the same 
object causes pleasure to one man and pain to 
another, he ("Parasara) next proceeds to say that, 
even in the same person, there is no certainty of an 
object continuing to give pleasure or pain. 

‘‘The same object having previously caused 
pleasure, now, causes pain; later it may cause 
anger and later still, peace of mind. Therefore, 
there is no object that is exclusively pleasant 
or exclusively painful.” That is, an object is 
pleasant or painful in accordance with past Tcarma 
and not by its own nature; as soon as that Tcarma 
is worked out, the pleasure or the pain 
ceases* 

The remark that dependence in any form is 
painful is true only in the case of others and 
not of the Supreme Brahman. Dependance on 
beings other than the Supreme Person is, of 
course, painful, because they are not seshia for 
whose purposes we exist as sesJias. The saying 
that service is dog’s life is true only of the 
service of those who are unfit to be served. It 
has been stated that He alone is to be worshipped 
by all, whatever their asrama may be; (i. e.J by 
all who understand the true nature of the soul, 
the only person to be served is Purushottama. 
As Bhagavan Himself says;— 
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"He who adores me exclusively by means of 
lihaktiyoga — he will pass beyond the gunas (oi 
prakriti) and attain moksha.” This adoration or 
hhakti, which is a form of service, is expressed 
by the word ‘know’ {vedana) in such texts as:— 

"He who knmos Brahman attains the Supreme.” 

"Having known Him in this way, he becomes 
immortal*” This has already been explained. 

In the sruti text: “He *whom this ("Brahman^ 
chooses—by him alone can He be attained,” from 
the qualification it is evident that the person 
should be capable of being chosen ('or should 
deserve being chosen). He who deserves to be 
chosen should be dearest* Dearest to Bhagavan 
is he who has boundless and unsurpassed love 
to Him. So Bhagavan says:— 

"I am, indeed, dear to the jnani, the man 
who has knowledge or wisdom and he too is dear 
to me”. Ckta: 7 — 7, 

Therefore, only that knowlege or vedana which 
has reached the intensity of supreme devotion (or 
parabhakti) is, in reality, the means of attaining 
Bhagavan. 

The same teaching is conveyed by Bhagavan 
Dvaipayana (“Vyasaj in his Moksha Dharma, which 
is, as it were, a commentary on all the Upanishads:— 

His CBrahman’s) form does not appear before 
our sight and no one can see Him with his eyes. He 
who has attained peace of mind by his firmness 
(dhriti) sees Brahman, who is of the nature of jmna 
by his devotion (bhakti). The meaning is that he 
who has attained mental peace by his firmness 

• Mundaka Upanishad: S-^8, 



of discipline {dhriti) will see Purushottama by his 
hhakti or devotion. It means the same as the 
sentence, “By exclusive devotion He can be attained.” 
As hhakti or devotion is only a form of knowledge! 
all that has been said here is appropriate. 

Note:—The first half ol the shka in Moktha Dhafma{Mahahharata)iB 
identical with a passage found in Kata Upaniihadn The second 
half of the shka might, at first sight, appear to mean, "He who 
has attained peace of mind by dhri'i and hhakti will see Brahman 
who is of the nature of knowledge". But Sri Ramanuja has 
interpreted it differently, because hhakti alone is declared in the 
Sastras to be the means of attaining Brahman. 


Concluding Shka: There are some great men who 
can distinguish between what is essential and what 
is not, who are free from rancour, and are guided 
only by the pramams. It is for them that this 
Vedartha Sangraha has been written. 



Appendix 


(See page 144) 

The AniLvaha called “Uttara Narayaitaanvaka" and 
the eight riks beginning with 'Hiramjaffarhha':-- 

From the waters and the essence of the earth 
(prithivi), all creation arose as the work of the 
Creator of the Universe. The Creator of the world 
assigned to every ( created ) thing, its peculiar form 
fand so also its attributes^ and pervaded all things. 
Therefore, I knew, at the very beginning, that the 
Universe was for the fulfilment of His purposes. 

I know this Supreme Person (Pariisha) who is 
radiant in form like the sun and who dwells in the 
region beyond tamas ("i. e-. the world of prakriti or 
matter). He who knows Him to be of this nature 
(as described in the anuvakas) becomes immortal 
even here (i* e.) enjoys the bliss of Bhagavan even 
in this state of samsara- There is no other way or 
means of attaining Him (than that indicated here^. 

Prajapati moves about in the womb (of the 
Universe^ Though He is never born as the result 
of karma (and is therefore changeless^, He is born in 
many forms (as avatars); the wise have a comprehen¬ 
sive understanding of the cause of His being born. 
The gods like Brahma and Rudra, whose bondage 
and release are dependent on His lila, aspire to the 
abode of the Marichis (i. e.) the eternal Saris). 

NotePraya/>a/t here refers not to Brahma but to the Supreme Being 
Narayana. 

I bow to that Splendour which is revealed in the 
Vedas (and surrender myself and everything that is 



mine to Him) — to Him who burns (the Asuras and 
the Bakshasas), for the sake of the dems, who ever 
stands before them to remove their sufferings and to 
reveal Himself, and who was born for the sake of the 
gods (as avatars). 

The Devos, who rose to a manifestation of 
their real nature resembling the light of Brahman, 
offered, of old, their adoration to Him Cby saying 
namas). The student of the Vedas who comes to 
know of the potency of this adoration—to him, 
( even) the gods Cliko Brahma and Indra) become 
subject. 

(O Lord) The goddess of the earth and 
Lakshmi are Thy consorts. Day and night are 
Thy sides; Thy form or body is the stars and 
the Asvins are Thy palates ('upper and lower); 
vouchsafe unto us whatever is desired Cby us); 
grant us this CThy feet); give us everything. 


The Eight Riks beginning with the word *Hiranyagarbha.’ 

1, Before ('creation), Hiranyagarbha fHe who 
is in the womb or centre of the region beautiful 
and resplendent like gold) existed Cin His divine 
abode). After creation. He became the sole Lord 
of all created beings. He supported the earth 
and the heavens and to that deity denoted by 
the word Kim meaning Prajapati, let us make 
our offerings ("let us surrender ourselves to Him): 

2. By His greatness. He became the sole 
King and Saviour of all beings, those that breathe 
Cand move not), those f that erawL and wink (their 
eyes) and those that move (from place to place). He 
ruled over the bipeds and the quadrupeds and to 
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that deity denoted by the word Kim meaning 
Prajapati, let us make our offerings (let us surrender 
ourselves to Him> 

3. He who gives Himself fto His devotees^i 
and the strength to enjoy that bliss^, whose 
command is obeyed with reverence by all beings and 
even by the gods, whom the world of immortality 
follows like His shadow, whose orders are executed 
by Death—-to that deity denoted by the word Kim 
meaning Prajapati, let us make our offerings (leti 
us surrender ourselves to Him^. 

4. They say that the mountains covered with 
snow and the ocean and the earth exist for Him by 
virtue of His greatness. These directions or quarters 
are ("as it were j His arms — to that deity denoted 
by the word Kim meaning Prajapati, let us make our 
offerings ("lot us surrender ourselves to Him). 

6. The earth and the heavens cry and look up 
to Him for succour, (when threatened by the Asuras^, 
though they are radiant; since He is the ruler, the 
sun rises and sets — to that deity denoted by the 
word Kim meaning Prajapati, let us make our 
offerings (let us surrender ourselves to Himk 

6. By Him is the region of the heavens (inha¬ 
bited by the Gandharvas) fiery (and resplendent;) 
by Him does the earth stand firm; the world of 
Svarga was set firm by Him, the world of Brahma, 
namely, NaJca, was rendered by Him free from all 
unhappiness and suffering; He dwells in the region 
of the Supreme Ether or Akasa, which is beyond 
rajas or the world of matter and He is beyond all 
comprehension—to that deity denoted by the word 
Kim meaning Prajapati, let us make our offerings 
Clet us surrender ourselves to Him^. 
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7. The wide waters whioh generated Agni 
(Brahmaj and had in them the energy required 
to create the world pervaded the Universe, Then 
did He become the very life of the devas—to that 
deity denoted by the word Kim meaning Prajapati, 
let us make our offerings flet us surrender our¬ 
selves to Him). 

8 By His greatness, He saw to it that the 
waters possessed of power created Agni. He is 
the sole God of all gods—to Him denoted by the 
word Kim ^meaning Prajapati, let us make our 
offerings (let us surrender ourselves to Him> 


•Note:—Ifasmai dcvaya havisha vidhema: This refrain in the eight rik$ is 
translated as follows by Prof* A. A Macdonnell;‘'To what god 
should we pay worship wnth oblation?*' His comment on the 
word Kim from which the nominative singular form Ka is 
derived may be of interest to the reader; ‘‘This led to the 
word ka *who?" being used in the later Vedic literature as 
an independent name^ Ka, of the supreme god/' 
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